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SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER

TO: Members of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
FROM: Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Staff

SUBJECT: Hearing on “Recovery Act: Progress Repott for Highway, Transit, and Wastewater
Infrastructure Formula Investments”

PURPOSE OF HEARING

The Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure will meet on Friday, March 26, 2010,
at 11:00 a.m., in room 2167 of the Rayburn House Office Building to examine progtess to date on
implementing the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act). The
hearing will address implementation efforts in formula programs under the Commirtee’s jursdiction,
including highways, transit, and wastewater infrastrucrure.

BACKGROUND

State of the Economy

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), as of February 2010,’ the unemployment
rate was 9.7 percent — unchanged from January’s rate, and slightly lower than the rate experienced
from September through December of 2009. As of February 2010, there are 14.8 million
unemployed persons in the United States for all sectors of the economy combined. In addition,
when part-time and discouraged workers who want full-time jobs are included, the number of
unemployed/under-employed workers increases to 26.2 million.

After workers have lost their jobs, they have had mote trouble finding new jobs. The
average length of unemployment is now 29.7 weeks. The number of workers who have been
unemployed for longer than six months is now 6.1 million. One-half of the unemployed have been

! The latest month for which dara is available.
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out of work for more than 19.4 weeks and 41 percent have been out of work for more than six
months.

In February 2010, the economy lost 36,000 jobs, while in February 2009, the economy lost
651,000 jobs.

The construction sector has lost 1,936,000 jobs since the recession began in December 2007.
The unemployment rate in construction was 27.1 percent in February 2010. This is the highest
unemployment rate of any industnal sector. As of February 2010, there are 2,440,000 unemployed
construction wotkers in the naton.

The Transportation Construction Coalition reported that 63 percent of transportation
contractors laid off employees in 2009, and 44 percent of contractors indicated they plan to lay off
employees in 2010.

An analysis by a national transportation construction association shows between May 2009
and February 2010, the value of new contracts for highway pavement projects rose to $36.6 billion, a
19.4 petcent increase from the period between May 2008 and February 2009. New contract awards
for bridge construction projects also rose by 14.6 percent, from $11.9 billion to $13.6 billion.
Furthermore, the value of highway and bridge projects is up by $2 billion in February 2010
compared to February 2009.

With this cconomic picture as the backdrop, Iederal agendies, State and Jocal govermments,
along with the private sector, are working together to implement the Recovery Act, to create and
sustain family-wage jobs now and, at the same time, address the nation’s long-term infrastructure
investment needs.
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RECOVERY ACT
On February 17, 2009, the Recovery Act was signed into law. The Act provides $38.4 billion
of infrastructure investment for formula programs within the jurisdiction of the Committee on

Transportation and Infrastructure, including:”

> $26.81 billion for Federal Aid-Highway Formula Investments and Puerto Rico and
Terntorial Highway Programs;

> $6.8 billion for Transit Urban and Rural Formula Grants;

» $750 million for Fixed Guideway Infrastructure Investment; and

» $4 billion for Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF).

L HIGHWAY, TRANSIT, AND WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE FORMULA FUNDS

Shovel-Ready Deadlines
Highways

All States met the requirement that one hundred percent of highways formula funds be
obligated within one-year (March 2, 2010) of apportionment. In total, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) approved 12,110 projects totaling $26.2 billion, or 100 percent of the
available formula funds.’

Transit

All States and public transit agencies met the requirement that one hundred percent of
transit formula funds be obligated within one-year (March 5, 2010) of apportionment. In total, the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) awarded 935 projects totaling $7.8 billion, or 100 percent of
the available formula funds.*

Clean Water SRF

All States met the requirement that one hundred percent of wastewater infrastructure
formula funds be under contract or construction within one year (February 17, 2010) of the date of
enactment. In total, States have signed contracts for 1,950 projects totaling $3.8 billion, or 100
percent of the available formula funds.

? The Congressional Budget Office originally estimated the total cost of the Recovery Act to be $787 billion, and revised
that figure in January 2010 to $862 billion.

* FHWA obligated less than their original allocation because 18 States chose to transfer funds for transit projects.
Transfers occur when States and local authorities choose 1o use their Recovery Act highway funds for transit projects in
their respective locale.

¢ FTA awarded more than their original allocation because FTA has received $345 million in 46 transfers from FHWA.
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Transparency and Accountability Intormation

According to the latest submissions by States, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs),
and public transit agencies on their use of highway, transit, and wastewater infrastructure formula
programs:

QOut to Bid

As of February 28, 2010, 16,360 highway, transit, and wastewater infrastructure projects in
all 50 States, five Territories, and the District of Columbia have been put out to bid totaling $33.4
billion, representing 88 percent of the total available formula funds.

Signed Contracts

Fifty States, five Terntories, and the District of Columbia have signed contracts for 14,475
projects totaling $29.6 billion, representing 78 percent of the total available formula funds.

Work Underway

Work has begun on 12,545 projects in 50 States, four Territories, and the District of
Columbia totaling $26.7 billion, representing 71 percent of the total available formula funds.

Work Completed

Work has been completed on 4,238 projects totaling $3.6 billion in 48 States and the District
of Columbia, representing 10 percent of the total available formula funds.

Jobs Created

The 12,545 projects that are underway have created or sustained nearly 350,000 direct, on-
project jobs.® Total employment from these projects, which includes direct, indirect, and induced
jobs, reaches almost 1.2 million job&6 Direct job creation from these formula projects has resulted
in payroll expenditures of $1.8 billion. Using this data, the Committee calculates that $296 million in

5 Direct jobs are charged directly to the project, and include workers employed to build a facility or upgrade equipment
on-site. Consistent with the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (IDOT) reports pursuant to section 1201 of the
Recovery Act, this figure is based on direct, on-project full-time-equivalent (FTE) job months. One person working full
time or two people working one-half time for one month represents one FTE job month. FTE job months are
calculated by dividing the number of cumulative direct, on-project job hours created or sustained by Recovery Act
funds, as reported by States, MPOs, and public transit agencies, by 173 hours (40 hours per week times 52 weeks divided
by 12 months = 173 hours).

9 Indirect jobs are not charged directly to the project but are embedded in materials costs and include positions at
companies that produce construction materials such as steel, sand, gravel, and asphalt, or manufacture equipment
including new transit buses. Induced jobs are positions that are created or sustained when employees spend their
increased incomes on goods and services. To calculate total employment, the Committee assumed that an expenditure
of $7,667 creates one FTE job month (392,000 creates one FTE job year). The multiplier is based upon the Council of
Economic Advisers” guidance.
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unemployment checks have been avoided as a result of this direct job creation.” Furthermore, these
direct jobs have caused neatly $376 million to be paid in Federal taxes.®

Miles and Bridges Improved

Recovery Act investments will result in 34,438 miles of road improvement and 1,262 bridge
improvements.

For additional information by State and formula program, see the attached tables, which
include, 1) T&I Committee Transparency and Accountability Information by State and Formula
Funding; 2) Highway Rankings; 3) Clean Water SRF Rankings; 4) Miles Improved; 5) Bridges
Improved; and 6) Completed Projects.

. IMPLEMENTATION HIGHLIGHTS OF TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
INVESTMENT

Of the $64.1 billion provided for transportation and infrastructure programs under the
Recovery Act, which includes the formula investments described above, Federal, State, and local
agencies administering programs within the Committee’s jurisdiction have announced 18,978
transportation and other infrastructure projects totaling $62.5 billion, as of March 12, 2010. This
amount represents 98 percent of the total available funds. Within this total, Federal agencies, States,
and their local partners have obligated $48.1 billion for 18,561 projects, representing 75 percent of
the available funds.

To download a complete list of projects, please visit the Transparency and Accountability
section of the Committee’s website at: http://transportation house.gov/, and click on
“Transparency and Accountability Information by Project (Data Reported as of March 12, 2010)”.
The list may be searched by State, Congressional District, Federal agency, or program.

For additional information, see the attached report entided The American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009, Transportation and Infrastructure Provisions Implementation Status as of March 12,
2010.

7 The value of unemployment checks avoided is determined by multiplying FTE direct job months created or sustained
by the average monthly unemployment benefits paid ($1,448.33) times the percentage of unemployed workers collecting
unemployment benefits (58.6 percent). The Congressional Research Service (CRS) provided the Committee with this
information.

8 The value of Federal taxes paid is calculated by multiplying the direct jobs payroll by the average total Federal tax rate
(20.45 percent) (the sum of the average tax rate with respect to adjusted gross income {12.8 percent) and average social
tnsurance payments (7.65 percent) for the 2008 tax year). CRS provided the Committee with this information.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The transportation and infrastructure investments of the Amencan Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act) have played a key role in putting Americans
back to work. Of the $64.1 billion provided for transportation and infrastructure progtams under
the Recovery Act, Federal, State, and local agencies administeting programs within the Committee’s
jurisdicton have announced 18,978 transportation and other infrastructure projects totaling $62.5
billion, as of March 12, 2010. This amount represents 98 percent of the total available funds.
Within this total, Federal agencies, States, and their local partners have obligated $48.1 billion for
18,561 projects, representing 75 percent of the available funds.

The following transparency and accountability information demonstrates the successful
implementation of Recovery Act highway, transit, and wastewater infrastructure formula fund
investments: Of the $38 billion available for highway, transit, and wastewater infrastructure formula
program projects under the Recovery Act, $33.4 billion, or 88 percent, has been put out to bid on
16,360 projects, as of February 28, 2010. Within this total, 14,475 projects (totaling $29.6 billion) are
under contract. Across the nation, work has begun on 12,545 projects totaling $26.7 billion, or 70
percent. Within this total, work has been completed on 4,238 projects totaling $3.6 billion.

Every Recovery Act dollar available under the Clean Water program is now under contract.
Furthermore, all States and public transit agencies have obligated 100 percent of their Recovery Act
highway and transit formula funds.

These 12,545 projects have created or sustained nearly 350,000 direct, on-project jobs. |
Total employment from these projects, which includes direct, indirect, and induced jobs, reaches
almost 1.2 million jobs.? Direct job creation from these projects has resulted in payroll expenditures
of $1.8 billion. Using this data, the Committee calculates that $296 million in unemployment checks
have been avoided as a result of this direct job creation.” Furthermore, these direct jobs have caused
nearly $376 million to be paid in Federal taxes.}

1 Consistent with the U.S. Department of Transportation’s reports pursuant to section 1201 of the Recovery Act, the
aumber of direct jobs is based on direct, on-project full-time-equivalent (FTE) job months. One person working full
time or two people working one-half fime for one month represents one FTE job month. FTE job months are
calculated by dividing cumulative job hours created or sustained by 173 hours (40 hours per week times 52 weeks
divided by 12 months = 173 hours).

2 To calculate total employment, the Committee assumed that an expenditure of $7,667 creates one FTE job month
{$92,000 creates one FTE job year). The multiplier is based upon the Council of Economic Advisers’ guidance.

3 The value of unemployment checks avoided is determined by multiplying FTE direct job months created or sustained
by the average monthly unemployment benefits paid ($1,448.33) rimes the percentage of unemployed workers collecting
unemployment benefits (58.6 percent). The Congressional Research Service (CRS) provided the Committee with this
information,

* The value of Federal taxes paid is calculated by multiplying the direct jobs payroll by the average total Federal tax rate
(2045 percent) (the sum of the average tax rate with respect to adjusted gross income (12.8 percent) and average social
insurance payments (7.65 percent) for the 2008 rax year). CRS provided the Committee with this information.
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COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE

RECOVERY ACE PROVISIONS

$64.1 BILLION FOR TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

>

The Recovery Act provides $64.1 billion of infrastructure investment to enhance the safety,
security, and efficiency of our highway, transit, rail, aviadon, environmental, flood control,
inland waterways, public buildings, and maritime transportation infrastructure.

The $64.1 billion of Federal transportation and infrastructure investment will create or
sustain more than 1.8 million jobs and $323 billion of economic activity.

Specifically, the Recovery Act provides:

>

Highways and Bridges: $27.5 billion

including Federal-aid Highway formula ($26.8 billion), Indian Reservation Roads
($310 million), National Park Roads ($170 million), Forest Roads ($60 million),
Refuge Roads ($10 million), Ferry Boats and Ferry Terminal facilities ($60 million),
On-the-Job Training ($20 million), and Disadvantaged Business Enterprise bonding

assistance ($20 million)

Transit: $8.4 billion

including Transit Urban and Rural formula (86.8 billion), Transit Greenhouse Gas
and Energy Reducton program ($100 million), Fixed Guideway Modemizatdon
formula ($750 million), and New Starts grants ($750 million)

Rail: $9.3 billion
including High-speed Rail and Intercity Passenger Rail grants (§8 billion), Amtrak
Capital grants ($850 million), and Amtrak Safety and Security grants ($450 million)

Surface Transportation: $1.5 billion
including highway, bridge, public transit, intercity passenger rail, freight rail, and port
infrastructure grants

Aviation: $1.3 billion
including Airport Improvement Program ($1.1 billion) and Federal Aviation
Administration Facilities and Equipment (3200 million)
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TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT CONTINUED

»

Environmental Infrastructure: $5.26 billion

including Clean Water State Revolving Fund loans and grants ($4 billion), Superfund
cleanups ($600 million), Brownfields grants ($100 million), Watershed and Flood
Prevention Operations ($290 million), Watershed Rehabilitation Program ($50
million), and Intemational Boundary and Water Commission ($220 mullion)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: $4.6 billion

including Construction ($2 billion), Operation and Maintenance ($2.075 billion),
Mississippi Rivers and Tributades ($375 million), Formetly Utilized Sites Remedial
Action Program ($100 million), Investigations ($25 million), and Regulatory Program
($25 million)

Fedetal Buildings: $5.575 billion

including High-Performance Green Federal buildings ($4.5 billion), repair, alteration,
and construction of Federal buildings and courthouses ($750 million) and border
stations and land ports of entry ($300 million), and Smithsonian Instiruton ($25
million)

Economic Development Administration: $150 million
including Economic Adjustment grants (350 million) and Regional Economic
Development Commissions {up to $50 million)

Emetgency Management: $210 million
including Firefighter Assistance grants to construct non-Federal fire stations
{$210 million)

Coast Guard: $240 million
including Bridge Alterations ($142 million) and construction of shore facilities and
aid-to-navigation facilities and repair of vessels ($98 million)

Maritime Administration: $100 million
including Small Shipyard grants ($100 million)
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> The Recovery Act generally requires these funds to be invested in ready-to-go projects.
Section 1602 of the Recovery Act requires States and other grant recipients to give
preference to projects that can be started and completed expeditiously, including a goal of
using at least 50 percent of the funds for projects that can be initiated not later than 120 days
(June 17, 2009) after the date of enactment.’ In addition, several transportation programs
have specific deadlines to invest a percentage of the funds. For example, for Federal-aid
Highway formula funds, 50 percent of state-administered funds must be obligated within
120 days (June 30, 2009) of the date of apportionment and all funds must be obligated
within one year (March 2, 2010) of the date of apportionment. For transit formula grants,
50 percent of funds must be obligated within 180 days (September 1, 2009) of the date of
apportionment and all funds must be obligated within one year (March 5, 2010) of the date
of apportdonment.

> The Recovery Act creates green collar jobs and invests in projects that decrease our
dependence on foreign oil and address global climate change. It provides $4.5 billion
for High-Petformance Green Federal buildings to fund projects that incorporate energy and
water conservation elements, such as installing photovoltaic roofs and geothermal
technology. In addition, the Recovery Act provides a significant investment in public transit,
high-speed rail, intercity rail, and Amtrak projects to provide alternatives to traveling by car,
and help public transit and intercity passenger rail providers increase the percentage of their
fleets that are alternative fuel vehicles. Finally, the Recovery Act directs that 20 percent of
each State’s Clean Water State Revolving Fund allotment be used for investments in enetgy
and water efficient techniques and technologies (i.e., green infrastructure).

> The Recovery Act requires the steel, iron, and manufactured goods for these projects
to be produced in the United States.*

> The Recovery Act creates family-wage construction and manufactuting jobs.”
> The Recovery Act requires the Governor of each State to certify that:
" the State will request and use funds provided by the Recovery Act and the

funds will be used to create jobs and promote economic growth;®

- the State will maintain its effort with regard to State funding for transportation
projects;’ and

5 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5, § 1602 (2009).

414§ 1605,

7 14. § 1606. The Recovery Act requires all labarers and mechanics employed by contractors on projects funded by this
Act to be paid prevailing wages. 1d

#14. § 1607. The Governor shall make this certification within 45 days (Apzil 3, 2009) of the date of enactment. If the
Governor does not make such certification, the State legislature may accept the funds, Id.
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- the Governot accepts responsibility that the infrastructure investment is an
apptopriate use of taxpayer doflars.”

To view submitted certifications by State, see: http://testimony.ost.dot.gov/ARRAcerts/.

> Finally, the Recovery Act ensutes transparency and accountability by including regular
reporting requitements to track the use of the funds, State investments, and the
estimated number of jobs created ot sustained. This information will be publicly
available through Recovery.gov. Pursuant to section 1512 of the Act, States and other
direct grant recipients will provide quarterly reports (beginning October 10, 2009) to the
Federal agency that provided the funds on the total amount of recovery funds received; the
amount of such funds that were expended or obligated; a detailed list of all projects or
activities for which recovery funds were expended or obligated, including the name and
description of the project, an evaluation of the completion status of the project, and an
estimate of the number of jobs created or sustained by the project; and, for infrastructure
investments made by State and local governments, the purpose, total cost, and rationale of
the agency for funding the infrastructure investment. Each Federal agency receiving these
quarterly reports will make the information publicly available by posting the information on
a website.”!

> Section 1201 of the Recovery Act requires additional reporting requirements for funds
administered by the U.S. Department of Transportation. Under this provision, each
State and other grant recipient shall submit periodic reports to the U.S. Department of
Transportation on the use of Recovery Act funds provided for highway, public transit, rail,
surface transportation, airport, and maritime programs. The States and other grant
recipients will report:

» the amount of Federal funds obligated and outlayed;

- the number of projects that have been put out to bid, and the amount of Federal
funds associated with such projects;

- the number of projects for which contracts have been awarded, and the amount of
Federal funds associated with such projects;

= the number of projects for which work has begun under such contracts and the
amount of Federal funds associated with such contracts;

7 Id § 1201. The certification shall include a statement identifying the amount of funds the State planned to expend
from State sources as of the date of enactment during the period from the date of enactment through September 30,
2010, Id .

10 Id. § 1201. The certification shall include a description of the investment, the estimated total cost, and the amount of
covered funds to be used, and shall be posted on 2 website and linked to the Recovery.gov website. Id

4 § 1512,
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" the mumber of projects for which work has been completed under such contracts
and the amount of Federal funds associated with such contracts;
- the number of direct, on-project jobs created or sustained by the Federal funds

provided and, to the extent possible, the estimated indirect jobs created or sustained
in the associated supplying industries, including the number of job-years created and
the total increase in employment since the date of enactment; and

. information tracking the actual aggregate expenditures by each grant recipient from
State sources for projects eligible for funding under the program during the period
from the date of enactment through September 30, 2010, compared to the level of
expenditures that were planned to occur during such period as of the date of
enactment.

The first periodic report is due not later than 90 days (May 18, 2009) after the date of
enactment, and subsequent reports are due not later than 180 days (August 16, 2009), one
year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17, 2012)
after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act.”

READY-TO-GO INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS

N
»

A7

o

While cerrain infrastructure projects may require years of engineering and environmental
analysis, followed by a lengthy contract award process, a subset of projects — such as projects
involving rehabilitation and repair of existing infrastructure — can move much more quickly,
with work beginning within 90 to 120 days.”

The Recovery Act requires funds to be invested in ready-to-go projects. Priority will be
given to projects that can be started and completed quickly.” For instance, State
Departments of Transportation (DOTs) have a tremendous backlog of highway resurfacing
needs. State DOTSs often have open-ended contracts in place for resurfacing projects, which
means that work could begin immediately upon receipt of additional funds. Similarly, many
State DOTs have bridge deck overay projects, in which the top two or three inches of
concrete on the surface of the bridge (e.g., the deck) is replaced, which are ready-to-go.

Even before the U.S. Department of Transportation apportioned formula funds to States,
cities, and public transit agencies, State DOTs put out bids (typically for a period of 30 days)
for ready-to-go projects. Afier receipt of the bids and contract award, work can begin on

214 §1201.

13 The Federal Highway Administradon’s “August redistribution” of highway funds illustrates the ability of States to
obligate additional funds quickly when they become available. In August of each year, States that cannot use their entire
obligation authority return the unused authority to the Federal Highway Administration, which then redistributes it to
States that can use the funds prior to the end of the fiscal year on September 30.

W See id § 1602,
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the project within an additonal 30 days. In this way, the Recovery Act has “put shovels
in the ground” within 90 to 120 days of the date of enactment.

ECONOMIC IMPACT: MORE THAN 1.8 MILLION JOBS AND
$323 BILLION OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

> The $64.1 billion of Federal infrastructure investment will create ot sustain more than 1.8
million jobs and $323 billion of economic activity. Each $1 billion of Federal funds
invested in infrastrucrure creates or sustains approximately 34,779 jobs and $6.2 billion in
economic activity.™ .

> A national survey found that transportation construction contractors hire employees within
three weeks of obtaining a project contract. These employees begin receiving paychecks
within two weeks of hiring.

» In addition, this infrastructure investment will increase business productivity by reducing

the costs of producing goods in virtually all industrial sectors of the economy. Increased
productvity results in increased demand for labor, capital, and raw materials and generally
leads to lower product prices and increased sales.

> This investment will specifically help unemployed construction workers. The construction
sector has lost 1,936,000 jobs since the recession began in December 2007. The
unemployment rate in construction was 27.1 percent in February 2010. As of February 2010,
there are 2,440,000 unemployed construction workers in the nation.

> An analysis by a national transportation construction association shows between May 2009
and February 2010, the value of new contracts for highway pavement projects rose to $36.6
billion, 2 19.4 percent increase from the period between May 2008 and February 2009. New
contract awards for bridge construction projects also rose by 14.6 percent, from $11.9 billion
to $13.6 billion. Furthermore, the value of highway and bridge contract awards is up by $2
billion in February 2010 compared to February 2009.

15 These estimates are based on 2007 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) data on the correlation between highway
infrastructure investment and employment and economic activity, and assume a 20 percent State or local matching share
of project costs. Some infrastructure programs have slightly higher or lower estimates of the number of jobs created or
the economic activity generated per $1 billion of Federal funds invested. To enable easy comparisons among the
elements of the bill, this document presumes the FHWA model for employment and economic activity. In the
overwhelming majority of cases, the requirement for State or local matching funds would be waived under this proposal.
Where appropriate, estimates of employment and economic activity have been adjusted to reflect these match waivers.
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In contrast to the economic stimulus effect from tax cuts, virtually all of the stimulus effect
from public mfrastructure investment will be telt m the United States. Not only would the
construction work be done here, but most transportaton construction materials and
equipment are manufactured in the United States, as well.'

MINORITY-OWNED AND WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESS IMPACT:

This investment will also help address the disproportionate effect that the increase in
unemployment has had on people of color. In February 2010, the rate of unermployment for
African Americans was 15.8 percent — 79 percent higher than the rate for whites. The
unemployment rate for Hispanic or Latino Americans was 12.4 percent, 40 percent more
than the rate for whites.

Congress has established a national 10 percent aspirational program goal for firms certified
as Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (“DBEs"), including minority- and women-owned
businesses, with respect to highway, transit, aviation, and other infrastructure programs. As
a general rule, States, cities, and infrastructure financing authorities are required to establish
an annual DBE participation goal that reflects what DBE participation would be in the
absence of discrimination. The DBE program applies to all Recovery Act transportation
and infrastructure programs.

16 Previous expedence with using public infrastructure investment to stimulate the economy can be found with the
Public Works Acceleration Act {P.L. 87-658), signed by President Kennedy on September 14, 1962, Under this
program, a total investment of $1.8 billion ($880 million Federal investment and $920 million in local investment)
generated 250,000 job-years. See Public Works Acceleration Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2641 (1962).
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HIGHWAYS AND BRIDGES — $27.5 BILLION

Recovery Act:

1. Provides $26.66 billion in funding for Federal-Aid Highway formula investments.
2. Provides $150 million for Puerto Rico and Territorial Highway Programs.

3. Provides $550 million for roads on Federal and Indian lands, including $170
million for National Park Roads, $310 million for Indian Reservation Roads, $60
million for Forest Roads, and $10 million for Refuge Roads.

4. Provides $60 million for competitive discretionary Ferry Boat capital grants to
States.

5. Provides $20 million for On-the-Job Training,

6. Provides $20 million for Disadvantaged Business Enterprise bonding assistance.

Distribution: Distributes Federal-aid Highway funds through a hybrid formula to States (30
percent through Surface Transportation Program formula and 50 percent apportioned via the FY
2008 obligation limitation ratio distribution). States must sub-allocate 30 percent of funds to local
governments. Distributes National Park, Indian Reservation, Forest, and Refuge Road funds
pursuant to existing administrative processes. Of all the funds provided to a State, three percent
must be used for transportation enhancements. Formula funds must be apportioned by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) within 21 days (March 10, 2009) of the date of enactment.

Additional Uses of Funds: Expands uses 1o include stormwater runoff, passenger and freight rail,
and port infrastructure projects.

Prioritization: Proritizes funds on projects that could be completed in three years (February 17,
2012) and are in economically distressed areas of the State,” except that, for Ferry Boat projects,
priozity shall be given to projects that can be completed within two years (February 17, 2011) of
enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires 50 percent of the funds apportioned to the States to be
obligated within 120 days (June 30, 2009) after the date of apportionment. Funds not obligated in
accordance with this requirement will be withdrawn and redistributed to other States that had no
funds withdrawn. Funds suballocated to local governments are not subject to the 120-day
redistribudon. All 50 States met this requirement.

17 On August 24, 2009, DOT released supplemental guidance on the determination of economically distressed areas.

For more information, see: htp://www.fhwa.dot.gov/economicrecovery/guidancedistressed. him.
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Federal-Aid Highway Formula Investments and Puerto Rico and Territorial Highway
Programs ($26.81 billion): All 50 States, five Territories, and the District of Columbia have

subrnitted and received approval for 12,110 projects totaling $26.2 billion, approximately 100
petcent of the available Recovery Act highway formula funds. ™

QOut to Bid: According to submissions received by the Committee from States, as of
February 28, 2010, all 50 States, five Territories, and the District of Columbia have put out to bid
10,918 projects totaling $24.1 billion, representing 91 percent of the total available highway formula
funds.

Signed Contracts: All 50 States, five Territories, and the District of Columbia have signed
contracts for 9,302 projects totaling $20.4 billlon, representing 77 percent of the funds.

Work Underway: Work has begun on 7,897 projects in 50 States, four Territories, and the
District of Columbia, totaling $18.4 billion, representing 70 percent of the funds.

Completed: Work has been completed on 2,973 projects in 48 States and the District of
Columbia, totaling $2.9 billion, representing 11 percent of the funds.

To view formula fund information by State, see:

Examples of projects underway inchade:

> 1-405 Sepulveda Pass Widening in Los Angeles, California ($190 million): Construction
began in May 2009 on this billion-dollar project, which uses Recovery Act funds to build 10
miles of new HOV lane between the I-10 (Santa Monica Freeway) and the US-101 (Ventura
Freeway). In addition to new highway capacity, this project will improve supporting
infrastructure along the route such as reinforcing 27 on- and off-ramps, widening 13
underpasses, and building nearly 18 miles of retaining and sound walls. When completed,
there will be 72 continuous miles of bus/carpool lanes on I-405 from the San Fernando
Valley to Orange County. This project will also cut daily commutes by 20 minutes per
person, or more than seven million hours annually, which will also improve local air quality.
This freeway serves more than 280,000 drivers each day; and

> Ft. Duquesne Bridge Preservation in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania ($26.2 million): This project,
entirely funded by the Recovery Act, is a vital transportation link for the region. These
funds will pay for preservation to ensure the bridge stays in good conditon for its estimated
80,000 daily drivers. Work includes improvements on 16 bridge and ramp structures as well
as steel, concrete, and deck repairs.

1 FHWA approved slightly less than their original allocation because 18 States chose to transfer funds for transit
projects. Transfers occur when States and Jocal authorities choose to use their Recovery Act highway funds for transit
projects in their respective locale.

On March 2, 2009, FHWA issued Federal-aid Highway focmulz appomomncnts to Smtes These appomonments are
summarized on the Committee’s website: hemp: b /st
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For up-to-date information on projects obligated, underway, and completed, see:

rOje 0D

htp/ [www.thwadot.gov (‘economlcrecovegz [\veeklyhs[s,btm.

Federal and Indian Lands ($550 million): FHWA has awarded 164 projects totaling $311 million,
representing 57 percent of the funds for Federal and Indian Lands. Work is underway on 79
projects totaling $211 million, representing 38 percent of the available funds.

An example of a project underway includes:

> Yosernite National Park in California ($8 million): This project is approximately 90 percent
complete and the improved roads are currently open to public traffic. Located in an
economically distressed area, the project will rehabilitate five miles of paved roadway and
two lane miles of paved parking. Existing geometry deficiencies, such as incorrect roadway
superelevation, will be corrected in addition to the replacement of the deteriorated
pavement. Turmouts within the project limits will be rehabilitated and improved as needed.
Reconstruction and realignment of the Chinquapin intersection will address the higher-than-
normal accident rate for that particular location. FHWA expects works to be complete in
May 2010. '

Fetry Boat Capital Grants to States (360 million): On July 10, 2009, FHWA announced $60

million in Ferry Boat capital grants for 29 projects in 19 States and the Virgin Islands, Of these
announced projects, FHWA has approved 19 projects totaling $15 million, representing 25 percent
of the total funds for Ferry Boat capital grants. Work is underway on nine projects totaling $8.8

million, representing 15 percent of the available funds.
An example of a project underway includes:

> Ferry Vessel Construction in Port Aransas, Texas ($6.5 million): This project will add a 28-
car capacity vessel to the ferry system to reduce delays. Over the next 10 years, the ferry is
projected to carry on average 8,000 vehicles per day, with peaks in excess of over 13,000
vehicles per day.

On-the-Job Training ($20 million): FHWA has awarded 20 training grants worth $6.4 million,
representing 32 percent of the total apportionment for On-the-Job Training. Work is underway on
eight projects totaling $2.3 million, representing 12 percent of the available funds.

These grants fund training centers and apprenticeships for underrepresented or disadvantaged
people seeking careers in transportation, engineering, or construction. An example of a project
underway includes:

> Wichita Metro Atea Project in Kansas ($200,400): This grant will provide supportive services
to increase the total number of minorities, women, and disadvantaged individuals
participating in the Federal-aid highway construction industry. The Kansas Contractors
Association offers a variety of craft-worker training courses that can quickly improve the
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skills of the workers who build roads and bridges. The association provides instructors,
facilities, materials, and administration to organize courses held all across the State.

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (BBE) Bonding Assistance ($20 million): The U.S.

Department of Transportation has approved 12 applications for bonding assistance, totaling
$100,000.%

An example of a project includes:

> Pedestrian Facility Improvements in South Carolina ($15,872): The Department recently
approved three awards for AOS Specialty Construction, 2 woman-owned DBE in South
Carolina, to improve pedestrian facilities and provide connectivity to public locations in
close proximity to schools, public buildings, community centers, and businesses.

To view the specific projects, see:
./ /transportation. house.gov/singlepages /singlepages.aspx*NewsID

To view a map of projects, see:
https://fawaapps.thwa.dot.gov/ra

Economic Impact: Creates more than 765,000 jobs and $136 billion of economic activity.

2 On August 31, 2009, DOT announced that small and disadvantaged businesses may now apply to be reimbursed for
bonding premiums and fees incurred when competing for, or performing on, Recovery Act transportation projects. The
Recovery Act created this new program to help small and disadvantaged businesses better compeie for Recovery Act
transportation funds. Only qualified bonds obtained from August 28, 2009, to September 8, 2010, are eligible for this
assistance. Applications are due by September 8, 2010, For more information, see:

htp:/ /erwrw.dot.gov/recovery/ost/osdbu/index htm.
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TRANSIT ~ $8.4 BrLLION

Recovery Act Implementation: Of the amount awarded to date, Recoves

At Act transit Investments
will results b

» the purchase or rehabilitation of 10,561 vehicles (32 billion);

> the purchase or rehabilitation of 613 rail cars and locomotives (§281 million);

> the cons don or rehabilitation of 2,325 passenger facilides (§1.1 billion); and

» the construction or rehabilitation of 202 maintenance facilides ($727 millior

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has awarded 979 grants totaling $8.6 bilion in all 50
States, five Territories, and the District of Columbia, representing 100 percent of the available transit
funds. ™ F

FTA plavs to use the awarded funds according to the following project types:
Recovery Act Awards
By Project Type
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TRANSIT URBAN AND RURAL FORMULA GRANTS — $6.8 BILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $6.8 billion in transit capital and operating grants for ready-to-go
projects, including $5.44 billion using the current transit utban formula, $680 million using
the current transit rural formula, and an additional $680 million to both urban and rural
areas using the current Growing States and High Density States formula.

Distribution: Distributes transit urban and rural formula funds to States, cities, and public transit
agencies pursuant to existing statutory transit formulas under 49 U.S.C. § 5307, 49 US.C. § 5311,
and 49 US.C. § 5340.

Prioritization: Formula funds must be apportioned by FTA within 21 days (March 10, 2009) of
enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires States, cities, and public transit agencies to obligate at least
$3.4 billion (50 percent) of these funds within 180 days (September 1, 2009) of the date of
apportdonment. Funds not obligated in accordance with this requirement will be withdrawn and
redistdbuted to other urbanized areas or States that had no funds withdrawn. All States, cities, and
public transit agencies met this requirement.

One hundred percent of funds must be obligated within one-year (March 5, 2010) of
apportionment. All States, cities, and public transit agencies met this requirement.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FTA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August

16, 2009}, one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17,
2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and awarded, where work has begun and been completed, and
the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creation statistics, and
maintenance of effort data.®

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit 2 quarterly
report to that agencey no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website 0o later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

= I4 § 1201
274 § 1512,
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Recovery Act Impiementation: FTA has awarded $7.1 billion for 885 projects in all 50 States, five
Tertitories, and the District of Columbia. ” This represents 100 percent of the available funding.®

Out to Bid: According to submissions received by the Commirtee from States and public
transit agencies, as of February 28, 2010, 3,352 projects have been put to bid in all 50 States, three
Tetdtories, and the District of Columbia, totaling $4.9 billion, representing 69 percent of the total
available transit capital formula funds.

Signed Contracts: Contracts have been signed for 3,102 projects in 50 States, one Tetritory,
and the District of Columbia totaling $4.8 billion, representing 68 percent of the funds.

Work Underway: Work has begun on 2,902 projects in 50 States, one Terrtory, and the
District of Columbia totaling $4.4 billion, representing 63 percent of the funds.

Completed: Work has been completed on 1,179 projects in 43 States and the District of
Columbia totaling $627 million, representing nine percent of the funds.

To view formula fund information by State, see:
hup://transportation.house.cov/singlepages/singlepages.aspx?NewsID =852,

Examples of projects underway include:

» Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) in San Jose, California ($42.2 million):
The VTA has purchased 70 new, 40-foot hybrid buses from Gillig, LLC of Hayward,
California. These hybrid buses will be used to replace buses that have been in service since
the early 1990s. The addition of the hybrid buses to VTA’s operating fleet will help VTA
comply with new, more stringent State and Federal emissions requirements. This purchase
also continues VTA’s commitment to green technology, with the new hybrid buses joining
an additional 90 hybrid paratransit and non-revenue vehicles. VTA riders will realize
immediate benefits provided by these new vehicles, including the low-floor configuration
and the enhanced lift systems that provide easier access for mobility-impaired individuals
and reduce overall dwell time; and

> Grays Harbor Transit’s Station Expansion in Aberdeen, Washington ($500,000): Grays
Harbor Transit has started constructon on this station. This project will enhance safety for
both riders and local traffic and will accommodate future growth of bus ridership. The
station improvements include expanding its size, installing better lighting, adding security
cameras, and providing a covered seating area for passengers. A park-and-ride lot will be
expanded to provide parking for up to 35 vehicles, and sidewalks and bike racks will make
the station more accessible. Currently, buses leaving the station pull onto one of the busiest
traffic corridors through Aberdeen, and must merge across three lanes of traffic in order to
turn onto their routes. Upon completion, bus traffic will enter onto a less busy street.

¥ On March 5, 2009, FTA issued public transit urban and rural formula funds apportionments to States and public
transit agencies. These apportionments are summarized on the Commirtee’s website:

hup:/ /transportation house gov/singlepages/singlepages.aspxiNewsID=930,

*8 This total includes 46 transfers totaling $345 million from FHWA.
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t: Creates more than 189,000 jobs and $34 biltion of economic activity.
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Recovery Act: Provides $100 million of discretionary transit capital grants to public transit
agencies to reduce energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions of their public
transportation systems.

Distribution: Distributes transit energy funds to public transit agencies as discretionary grants.

Prioritization: Prioritizes funds for projects based on the total energy savings that are projected to
result from the investment, and projected energy savings as a percentage of the total energy usage of
the public transit agency.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires public transit agencies to obligate at least 50 percent of these
funds within 180 days (September 1, 2009) of the date of allocation. Requires public transit agencies
to obligate all of the funds within one year (March 5, 2009) of the date of allocation. The Secretary
of Transportation may provide an extension of time if a city or State has encountered an unworkable
bidding environment or other extenuating circumstances.

Transparency and Accountability Reguirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FTA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August
16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17,
2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun and been
completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creation
statistics, and maintenance of effort data.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expeaded, and
obligated, a detailed st of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On September 21, 2009, FTA announced 43 Transit Investments
for Greenhouse Gas and Energy Reduction (TIGGER) grants in 27 States, totaling the entire $100
million in available funding;] FTA has awarded 32 grants totaling $82 million, representing 82
percent of the available TIGGER funding.

 Id. § 1201.
®Id § 1512
3 FTA received §2 billion in proposals.
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Examples of announced projects include:

> Rock Island Solar Thermal Hot Water System in Rock Island, Illinois ($600,000): Rock
Island plans to purchase and install a solar thermal hot water system for their new transit
maintenance facility building, This project will belp create a sustainable transit maintenance
facility for the Rock Island Metropolitan Mass Transit District using energy alternatives that
reduce both energy consumption and emissions; and

> Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority (MBTA) Wind Energy Generation Turbines in
Massachusetts ($2.5 million): The MBTA plans to install two renewable wind energy
generation turbines at the Kingston Layover Facility (100 kW), and the Newburyport Station
(600 kW). The MBTA is the largest single electricity consumer in Massachusetts, consuming
nine percent of all electricity consumed in the Commonwealth, With the installation of
renewable wind energy turbines, the MBTA will generate power to operate its own facilities
or return power back to the regional grid, thereby providing clean energy to the region.
Both facilities currently consume energy to support the plugging-in of trains for storage,
maintenance, and passenger waiting facilities. The annual electricity use at both facilities is
2,815,738 kW-h. This investment will allow the MBTA to reduce their energy consumption
at these locations by 75 percent.

To view the specific projects, see:
./ /transportation house.gov/singlepages/singlepages.aspx?NewsID=852,

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 2,800 jobs and $500 million of economic activity.

FIXED GUIDEWAY INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT — $750 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $750 million for transit fixed guideway modermization projects.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the existing fixed guideway modemization formula.

Prioritization: Formula funds must be apportioned by FTA within 21 days (March 10, 2009) of
enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires public transit agencies to obligate at least $375 million (50
percent) of these funds within 180 days (September 1, 2009) of the date of apportionment. All
States, cities, and public transit agencies met this requirement.

Requires public transit agencies to obligate all of the funding within one year (March 5, 2010) of the
date of apportionment. All States, cities, and public transit agencies met this requirement.
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Transpatency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FTA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August

16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17,
2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun and been
completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creation
statistics, and maintenance of effort data.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Fedetal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Img]ementatjon FTA has awarded 51 grants worth $743 million in 27 States,
Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia. * This amount represents 100 percent of the total

available funds.

Out to Bid: According to submissions received by the Committee from States and public
transit agencies, as of February 28, 2010, 134 projects have been put to bid in 24 States and the
District of Columbia, totaling $646 million, representing 87 percent of the total available fixed
guideway formula funds.

Signed Contracts: Contracts have been signed for 121 projects in 22 States and the District
of Columbia totaling $594 million, representing 80 percent of the funds.

Work Underway: Work has begun on 118 projects in 20 States and the District of Columbia
totaling $585 million, representing 79 percent of the funds.

Completed: Work has been completed on 14 projects in nine States totaling $38 million,
representing five percent of the funds.

To view formula ﬁmd information by State, see:

3214 §1201.
B Jd § 1512,
3 On March 5, 2009, FTA announced the allocation of these formula funds. These apportionments are summarized on

the Committee’s website: http://transportation house gov/singlepages /singlepages.aspx?NewsID=930.
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Economic Impact: Creates approximately 20,900 jobs and $3.7 billion of economic activity.
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TRANSIT NEW STARTS CONSTRUCTION — $75¢ MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $750 million in transit capital grants for New Starts construction
projects.

Distribution: Distributes New Starts project construction funds to public transit agencies pursuant
to existing authority under SAFETEA-LU, FTA Full Funding Grant Agreements, and FTA Project
Construction Grant Agreements. FTA would determine the distribution of funds through its
existing compettive process.

Prioritization: Proritizes funds on projects that are currently in construction or are able to obligate
funds within 150 days (July 16, 2009) of enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: FTA must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FTA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August

16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011}, and three years (February 17,
2012} after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun and been
completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creadon
statistics, and maintenance of effort data.*®

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds wete expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.®

Recovery Act Implementation: FTA has awarded 11 grants totaling $743 million in eight States
and the District of Columbia.”’ This amount represents 100 percent of the total available funds.

3 14§ 1201,
% 14, § 1512,
37 On May 11, 2009, FTA announced the allocation of New Starts funding.
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: Creates more than 56,000 jobs and $9 billion of economic activity.
Fmthﬁm}mm the additional $750 million of New Starts funding will make available an
additional $1.5 billion of contingent commitment authority to enable FTA 1o sign more MNew
Starts funding agreements for future transit construction projects.
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RAIL ~$9.3 BILLION

Recovery Act:

1. Provides $1.3 billion for capital grants to Amtrak, of which $450 million shall be
used by Amtrak for safety and security improvements.

2. Provides $8 billion for high-speed rail, intercity passenger rail, and congestion
capital grants to States.

Distribution: Distributes $1.3 billion of capital grants to Amtrak; distributes $8 billion of high-
speed rail, intercity passenger rail, and congestion grants to States on a competitive basis to pay for
the cost of capital projects, as provided for in section 501 of the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Act of 2008 (Division B of P.L. 110-432) and chapter 244 of Title 49, United States
Code.

Prioritization: For capital grants to Amtrak, priority shall be given to projects for the repair,
rehabilitation, or upgrade of railroad assets or infrastructure, and for capital projects that expand
passenger rail capacity, including the rehabilitation of rolling stock. For high-speed rail, intercity
passenger rail, and congestion grants, prority shall be given to projects that support the
development of high-speed rail service.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: For capital grants to Amtrak, the Secretary shall ensure that projects
funded with economic recovery funds provided to Amtrak shall be completed within two years
(February 17, 2011) of enactment. 100 petcent of the funds must be obligated by September 30,
2010. For high-speed rail, intercity passenger rail, and congestion grants, 100 percent of the funds
must be obligated by September 30, 2012.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to the Federal Railroad Administradon (FRA) on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90

days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August 16, 2009), one year February 17, 2010), two years (February
17, 2011), and three years (February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act.
These reports will be collected and compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation and
transmitted to Congress. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated,
allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of projects that have been put out to bid and have
been awarded, where work has begun and been completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds
associated with such projects, job creation statistics, and maintenance of effort data.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each

38 14§ 1201
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calendar quarter. Th eports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expeaded or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act entation:

L3 by v on 146 projecis totaling $1.1 &iﬂf@z}, representing 86
percent of the total Arotrak Recovery Act funds, as of January 31, 2010, This total includes
contracted and in-house work. Of this total, Amurak has awarded 357 contracts totaling §658
million, Amtrak has made 46 percent of the total number of awards to small businesses.

Amtrak (81,3 billion): Work is underw

nents will result in:

Rece

rery Act inve

» 0 million), of which 41,000 des (16 miles) have been
= restoring and returning to service 60 Amfleet cars, 21 Superdiners, and 15 P-40 locomotives;

270 stations;

» improving 38 maintenance facilities; and
= renlacing or maintaimne nine brid
» replacing or maintaining nine bridges.

5 1d § 1512,

is as of December 31, 2009,
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> Ty City Substation in Washington, DC ($20 million): Work has already been completed on
the five-rnile access road, 32 of 66 caisson holes (see picture below), and excavation fora
substation underway. The project also includes constructing a new substation and
transmdssion ln

to provide stable voltages, redundancy, and reliable, traction power to
trains, Amitrak will complete this project in Janua

Y Construction
began in June 2009, Restoration of this historie staton includes improvements to the ADA
commpliant platform, track bed waterprooft cerior rehabilitation, nte
new plumbiag, HVAC, dectrcal system, and waiting reom. To date, Track
waterproofing and roof replacement of North aad Center platforms are completed.
work on this project should complete by February 2011

Hons,
3 bed

All

To view the specific projects, see:
hup://uransportation.house gov/singlepages /singlepages aspx?News[D=852.

High-Speed Rail and Intercity Passenger Rail Grant Programs (88 billloa): On

2010, President Obama announced $8 billi ants to develop Ameriea’s frst

natioowide program of high-speed Iatercity nger rail sg
or lay th

. In total, these ax
ed rail corrido

sards will develop

the country. The
s and

dwork for 13 new, lan

e-scale highes
major cortidors are part of a total of 31 States reced
planning work that will help lay the groundwork for

ng investments, including smaller pro
igh-speed intercity rall service.

The announced grants include:

high-speed rail corridors that have completed corridor plans, environmental documentation,
and have 2 prioritized list of projects to help meet the corridor objectives;

“ FRA received over $55 b in applications.
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> individual projects: providing grants to complete individual projects that are ready-to-go with
completed environmental and preliminary engincering work with an emphasis on near term
job creation. Eligible projects include acquisition, construction of or improvemments to
infrastructure, facilities, and equipment. These projects will create jobs quickly by upgrading
local and regional networks and making connections to better knit together the naton’s rail
system, improving safety, and reducing congestion; and

> planning: entering into cooperative agreements for planning activities, including
development of corridor plans and State Rail Plans.”

The 13 cotridors include:

California;

Eugene-Portland-Seattle;

Chicago-St. Louis-Kansas City;
Minneapolis-Milwaukee-Chicago;
Cleveland-Columbus-Cincinnati;
Detroit-Chicago;
Tampa-Orlando-Miami;
Charlotte-Richmond-Washington, DC;
New York-Albany-Buffalo-Montreal;
Boston-New York-Washington, DC (Northeast Corridor);
Brunswick-Portland-Boston;
Philadelphia-Harrisburg-Pittsburgh; and
New Haven-Springfield-St. Albans.

VYVVVYVVYVVVYVYY

To view the specific projects, see: http://www.whitehouse.gov/filles/documents /100128 1400-
HSRAwards-Summary FRA%20Revisions.pdf.

To view a national map of selected projects, see:
htp:/ /www.fra.dot.gov/us/content/2243

To read descriptions of designated hxgh speed rail corridors, seet

%20Comdor%20Descnptxons pdf.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 259,000 jobs and $46 billion of economic activity.

4 Congress provided funding for planning through the U.S, DOT FY 2008 and 2009 appropriations.
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NATIONAT SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DISCRETIONARY GRANTS - $1.5 BILLION

The Recovety Act: Provides $1.5 billion to the Secretary of Transportation to make
competitive discretionary grants for surface transportation projects that will have a
significant impact on the Nation, a metropolitan area, ot a tegion. Projects eligible for
funding under this program include highway or bridge projects eligible under ttle 23, U.S.C.; public’
transportation projects eligible under chapter 53 of title 49, U.S.C,, including investments in projects
participating in the New Starts or Small Starts programs that will expedite the completion of those
projects; passenger and freight rail transportation projects; and port infrastructure investments,
including projects that connect ports to other modes of transportation and improve the efficiency of
freight movement. The Secretaty may use up to $200 million of the $1.5 billioa to provide credit
assistance to projects under the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act
("TIFIA") program.

Distribution: The Secretary of Transportation shall award discretionary grants to State and local
governments or transit agencies based on project selection criteria to be published not later than 90
days (May 18, 2009) after the date of enactmént. A grant funded under this program shall be not
less than $20 million and not more than $300 million, although the Secretary may waive the
minimum grant size for the purpose of funding significant projects in smaller cites, regions, or
States. Not more than 20 percent of the funds under this program may be awarded to projects in a
single State. The Secretary shall ensure an equitable geographic distribution of funds and an

addemacineg thin mands o viabon nmd mrenl aoueen ron

. Tosbomon o 3 .
ﬁy}uuyunte Daance M1 aQarcssing i nicas OF Uloan and rula CoOmmunlaes.

Prioritization: Priortizes funds on projects that require a contribution of Federal funds in order to
complete an overall financing package, and to projects that are expected to be completed within
three years (February 17, 2012) of the date of enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Grant applications must be submitted not later than 180 days
(November 14, 2009) after the publication of project selection criteria. The Secretary shall announce
all projects selected for funding not later than one year (February 17, 2010) after the date of
enactment.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to the Office of the Secretary of Transportation (OST) on the use of Recovery Act funds no later

than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years
(February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery
Act. These reports will be collected and compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation and
transmitted to Congress. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated,
allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of projects that have been put out to bid and have
been awarded, where work has begun and been completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds
associated with such projects, job creation statistics, and maintenance of effort data.®

+1d. § 1201,
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Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Fach agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of cach
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.

Recovery Act Implementation: On February 17, 2010, Secretary LaHood announced 51
Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Discretionary Grants in 40
States and the District of Columbia, totaling the entire $1.5 billion. TIGER grants will fund
transportation projects including improvements to roads, brdges, rail, ports, transit, and intermodal
facilities. Sixty percent of the funding will promote projects in economically distressed areas.

DOT received more than 1,400 applications for TIGER grants from all 50 States, three Territores,
and the District of Columbia, totaling nearly $60 billion.

singlepages/singlepages.aspx?News]D=852,

Economic Impact: Creates more than 41,000 jobs and $7 billion of economic activity.

14 §1512.
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AVIATION ~ $1.3 BroLIoN

Recovery Act Implementation:

» Work is underway or completed on 663 projects ($1.2 billion), representing 94 percent of the
total available Recovery Act aviation funds; and

> Within this total, work is underway on 282 projects (§765 million), and work is completed on
an additional 381 projects ($453 million).

AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM — $1.1 BILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $1.1 billion for airport capital improvements through the Airport
Improvement Program (AIP).

Distribution: Distributes funds to airports through the existing AIP Discretionary Grants program.
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) will determine the distribudon of funds through its
existing competitive process and natonal priority system.

Prioritization: Prortzes funds on projects that can be completed within two years (February 17,
2011) of enactment, and serve to supplement and not supplant planned expenditures from airport-
generated revenues or from other State and local funding sources.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Secretary shall award grants totaling not less than 50 percent of the
$1.1 billion within 120 days (June 17, 2009) of the date of enactment, and award grants for the
remaining amounts not later than one year (February 17, 2010) after the date of enactment.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to the FAA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days

{August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years
(February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected
and compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These
reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds approprated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed,
the number of projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun
and been completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job
creation statistics, and maintenance of effort dara,”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quartedy
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each

14 § 1201,



xlv

Page 35

calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds wete expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.*

Recovery Act Implementation:

»

Work is underway or completed on 360 projects ($1.1 billion), representing 100 percent of
the funding for airport grants; and

Within this total, work is underway on 154 projects (8654 million), and work has been
completed on an additonal 206 projects ($444 million).

Recovery Act investments will result in:

>

runway improvements: 155 projects at 139 airports that accommodate 11 million annual
takeoffs/landings ($483 million);

taxiway improvements: 82 projects at 78 airports that accommodate 8.1 million annual
takeoffs/landings ($220 million);

apron improvements: 51 projects at 48 airports that support more than 6,500 aircraft based
at these airports ($188 million); and

terminal buildings and aircraft rescue and firefighting buildings improvements at 33 airports
that accommodate 2.5 million annual takeoffs/landings and serve 33 million enplaned
passengers ($117 million).

Examples of projects underway include:

»

Washington Dulles International Airport (IAD) in Chantilly, Virginia ($15 million). The
FAA provided funds to rehabilitate a portion of Runway 1C/19C. The project removed and
replaced the existing 50 year old concrete. The project also completed three connecting
taxiways between the passenger terminal apron and the new west runway. Work started in
mid-July 2009 and the runway reopened in eady December 2009.

46 14, § 1512
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FAA FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT — $200 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $200 million for capital improvements to the FAA facilities.

Distribution: Funds may be distributed through the FAA's existing administrative processes or in
the form of grants. Within 60 days (April 17, 2009) of the date of enactment, the FAA
Administrator shall establish 2 procedure for applying for grants under this program, reviewing such
applications, and awarding grants and cooperative and other transaction agreements under this

program,

Prioritization: Prortizes funds on projects that will be completed within two years (February 17,
2011) of the date of enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The FAA must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to the FAA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days

(August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011}, and three years
(February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected
and compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These
reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed,
the number of projects that have been put cut to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun
and been completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job
creation statistics, and maintenance of effort data.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit 2 quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on zny subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.®

Recovery Act Implementation:

> Work is underway or completed on 303 projects ($120 million), representing 60 percent of
the funding for Facilities and Equipment; and

> Within this total, wortk is underway on 128 projects ($111 million), and work has been
completed on an additional 175 projects (§9 million).

7 1d. §1201.
4 § 1512,
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wvestrnents will

Hecovery .

» upgrade power systems: 136 projects at 100 locations ($50 million

» modernize air route traffic control centers: 25 projects at 18 locations ($50

» replace three air traffic control towess and terminal radar approach control facilides ($80
roillion); and

» anding equipmen at 134 locations (§20

million).

includes:

example of 2 project underway

» Atdants Natdonal Networl 1 Center Engine Generator Project in Adants, Georgla
($2.5 million): This center, along with one other, process all pilot flight plans in the country.
Operational problems at either center would cause major alr traffic delays. The FAA
de aed that the Atlan required major infrastructure eshancerments to propedy
support current and future operatio these funds resulted & jor upgrade
to the 30 year old power distribution systems at the Atlanta center. ‘Work is underway and
the FAA expects to create 27 jobs as a result of this crideal project.

To vigw the specific profects, see:

bt/ [eransportation house gov/ singlepages /singlepages. aspr?Newslly

Creates approximately 5,600 jobs and $990 million of economic activity.
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ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE — $5.26 BILLON

CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND — $4 BILLION

Recovery Act: Provides an additional $4 billion to construct, rehabilitate, and modernize the
nation’s wastewater infrastructure through the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF)
program. Within the existing Clean Water SRF allocation to States, direct individual State
infrastructure financing authorities to: (1) utilize 50 percent of the capitalization grants for
additional subsidizations in the form of negative interest loans, principle subsidization, or
grants; and (2) utilize 20 percent of the capitalization grant for investment in green
infrastructure projects, environmentally innovative activities, or projects or technologies that
use enetgy and water efficient plans or components.

Distribution: Distributes $4 billion for the Clean Water SRF pursuant to the existing Clean Water
Act distribution formula.

Under the Recovery Act, State infrastructure financing authorities are required to utilize 50 percent
of the capitalization grant for additional subsidizations in the form of negative interest loans,
principal forgiveness, or grants to increase the overall affordability of wastewater infrastructure
projects.

In addition, the Recovery Act requires State infrastructure financing authorities to utilize 20 percent
of the capitalization grant for investment in green infrastructure projects, water or energy efficiency
improvements, or environmentally innovative activities.

Proritization: Notwithstanding the prority rankings projects would otherwise receive under the
program, prioritizes economic recovery funds on projects on a State priority list that are ready to
proceed to construction within 12 months (February 17, 2010} of enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires State infrastructure financing authorities to award contracts for
projects or proceed to construction within one year (February 17, 2010) of the date of enactment.
All States met this requirement.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: EPA must submit 2 general plan for the
expenditure of Recovery Act funds to the Committees on Approprations within 30 days (March 19,

2009) of enactment of the Recovery Act. EPA must submit a report containing detailed project
level information associated with the general plan within 90 days (May 18, 2009) of enactment of the
Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginaing October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the

914§ 701,
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information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,

and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: EPA has awarded $4 billion in capitalization grants to States,

representing 100 percent of the total Recovery Act funds for the Clean Water SRF. !

Recovery Act investments will:

> construct, upgrade, or maintain publicly owned treatment works serving an estimated 60
million people, almost one-third of the U.S. population currently served by sewers — 375
projects ($1.1 billion);

> improve, rehabilitate, or expand wastewater collection systems — 500 projects ($680 million);

> protect our nation’s water supply and reduce the energy used to pump, treat, and distribute
wastewater by 15 to 30 percent — 250 water or energy efficient projects (3515 million); and

> reduce stormwater runoff volumes, pollutants, and sewer overflows, and improve air quality
— 200 green infrastructure projects ($200 million).

Qut to Bid: According to submissions received by the Committee from States, as of
February 28, 2010, 50 States, two Territodes, and the District of Columbia have put out to bid 1,956
projects totaling $3.8 billion, representing nearly 100 percent of the total available Clean Water SRF

formula funds.

) Signed Contracts: 50 States, one Territory, and the District of Columbia have signed
contracts for 1,950 projects totaling $3.8 billion, representing 100 percent of the funds.

Work Underway: Work has begun on 1,628 projects in 50 States, one Territory, and the
District of Columbia totaling $3.3 billion, representing 87 percent of the funds.

Completed: Work has been completed on 72 projects in 21 States totaling $51 million.

To view formula ﬁmd information by State, see:

s.aspxPNewsID=852

Examples of projects underway include:

> Douglas L. Smith Middle Basin Treatment Plant in Johnson County, Kansas ($15.8 million):
Work on this project began on June 8, 2009. This project includes construction of a new
receiving station for restaurant fats, oils, and grease and the expansion of the anaerobic

014 § 1512
31 On March 12, 2009, EPA posted Cl:an Water SRF allotmems by State. These allotments are summarized on the
Committee’s website: hitp: . es/singlepages.aspx?NewsID=930.
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digestion sludge treatment system. In addition, a digester gas handling system and a new
power production system will burn digester gas to produce hot water for heating and
electricity for on-site usage. This project represents Kansas’ largest green project and is
expected to create 270 new green jobs, result in $600,000 in cost savings annually, and
reduce anpual greenhouse gas emissions by more than 9,700 metric tons; and

> Snyder County Conservation District in Pennsylvania ($120,000): Work on this project,
which addresses non-point source pollution of local streams through the use of forested
riparian buffers, began on October 12, 2009. Approximately 51.73 acres of forested riparian
buffers will be created along streams that will span over 26 different private propertes and
five contiguous counties. This project will prevent nitrogen, phosphorous, and sediment
from entering the streamns, thus improving water quality.

To view the specific projects, see:

Buy Ametican: EPA published three nationwide waivers of the Buy American provisions for
projects funded under the Recovery Act. The first nationwide waiver, published on April 7, 2009,
provides a nationwide waiver of the Buy American provisions for projects where debt was incurred
on or after October 1, 2008, and before February 17, 2009 (the date of enactment). Under existing
law, the Clean Water SRF can be used as leverage to refinance debt obligations incurred for the
constriction of wastewater treatment projects at a lower rate. This waiver allows individual States to
continue this practice, but not require the retroactive application of the Buy American provisions for
projects that may have already been underway. Projects eligible for this nationwide waiver would
have “specified designs”, “may have solicited bids from prospective contractors”, may have
“awarded construction contracts, and in some cases began construction, prior to February 17,
2009.”

The second nationwide waiver was published on June 2, 2009, and provides a waiver of the Buy
American provisions for projects that solicited bids on or after October 1, 2008, and prior to
February 17, 2009. Similar to the previous waiver, this waiver would prohibit the retroactive
application of the Buy American provisions to projects for which bids had already been submitted
prior to the enactment of the Recovery Act.

The third nationwide waiver, published on June 2, 2009, and revised on August 10, 2009, provides a
waiver of the Buy American provisions for “de minimis” incidental components of projects financed
through the Recovery Act. This waiver would allow for the use of non-domestic iron, steel, and
manufactured goods in a project provided that such components “comprise in total a de minimus
amount of the project, that is, for any such incidental components up t6 a limit of no more than 5
percent of the total cost of the materials used in and incorporated into a project.”

EPA has also granted 43 regional waivers for individual projects. A list of these regional waivers can
be found on EPA’s Recovery Act implementation website:
hup:/ /www.epa.gov/water/eparecovery/index html#NationalWaivers.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 111,000 jobs and $20 billion of economic activity.
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SUPERFUND ~ $608 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $600 million for the Superfund program, a comprehensive ﬁrogram
to clean up the nation’s worst abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

Distribution: Distributes $600 million through existing EPA Superfund program.

Prioritization: EPA selects projects for Recovery Act funding based on a variety of factors,
including: construction teadiness; human and ecological risk; and opportunities to reduce project
costs and schedules.

EPA anticipates that the benefits of applying Recovery Act funds to the Superfund program will
include: acceleration of existing projects; investment in new projects; faster return of sites to
productive use; and potential acceleration of “green remediation” technology.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: EPA must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: EPA must submit a general plan for the

expendituzc of Recovery Act funds to the Committees on Appropdations within 30 days (March 19,
2009) of the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. EPA must submit a report containing detailed
project level information associated with the general plan within 90 days (May 18, 2009) of

enactment of the Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, 2 detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,

and deniled information on any subcontracts or subgtrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: EPA has awarded $582 million for 57 construction projects and
four design projects at 51 sites in 28 States, representing neatly 100 percent of the total allotment for
Superfund work. In total, Recovery Act funds will initiate work at 26 sites and augment ongoing site
cleanup work at the other 25 sites.

Work has begun or is complete on 45 projects ($502 million), representing 84 percent of the funds.
Within this total, work is underway on 44 projects ($501 million), and work is completed on one
project (§1 million).

5214, § 701,
% J4 § 1512,
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Recovery Act lnvestments wilk
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act: Creates approximately 16,700 jobs and $3 billion of economic activity.
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BROWNFIELDS — $100 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $100 million for EPA’s Brownfields Discretionary Grant Program.

Distribution: Distributes funds to States, cities, and redevelopment agencies through the existing
EPA Brownfields Discretionary Grant program for site assessments, remediation and cleanup
grants, and to capitalize state Brownfield revolving loan programs as authorized under section 104(k)
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-
510), as amended by the Brownfields Revitalization and Environmental Restoration Act of 2001
(P.L. 107-118).

Prioritization: On April 10, 2009, EPA announced the criteria for funding decisions under the
Brownfields Revolving Loan Funds program, including the demonstrated ability of the revolviag
loan fund to make loans and subgrants with Recovery Act funds “quickly” {i.e., “shovel-ready”
ptojects) for cleanups that can be started and completed expeditiously, and the demonstrated ability
to use supplemental revolving loan funds in a manner that maximizes job creation.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: EPA must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: EPA must submit a general plan for the
expenditure of Recovery Act funds to the Committees on Approprations within 30 days (March 19,

2009) of the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. EPA must submit a report containing detailed
project level information associated with the general plan within 90 days (May 18, 2009) of the date
of enactment of the Recovery Act.™

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter, Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: EPA has awarded grants or provided funds for existing grants or
contracts worth $96 million for all 186 Recovery Act Brownfields projects, representing nearly 100
percent of the available funds.*® Work has begun or is completed on 29 projects.

54 1d. § 701
55 Id. § 1512.
5 EPA set aside $3.5 million for management and oversight.



Ivi

Page 46

Actinvestments will result ine

> assessmerts, of which 44 proje ted and an additions ‘ojects are
completed ($33 million);

> cleatup, of which two projects have heen inidated an additonal project s complete,
resulting in 17 acres made ready for reuse ($7.5 milliorn);

> e ng loan fund ($47.1 million}; and

bs job taining (36.9 million).

An example of a project underway includes:

> California Department of Toxic Substances Coontrol in San Franc California ($1.8
mllion): This project will initlate clean up of lead contaminated land and will create sbout

200 new construcdon jobs for two years. Upon cormpledon of the cean-up, the land will be

rurned into residential units, a restaurant, retail, and day care center.

Ecosomic Impacy Creates approximately 2,800 jobs and $500 million of economie activity.
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WATERSHED REHABILITATION PROGRAM — $50 MI1LLION

Recovery Act: Provides $50 million for the rehabilitation of deficient flood damage
reduction projects under the Watershed Rehabilitation Program.

Distribution: Funds will be distributed to rehabilitate aging flood control structures nationwide.

Prioritization: Funds must be allocated to projects that can be fully funded and completed with the
funds appropriated in the Recovery Act, and funds must be allocated to activities that can
commence promptly following enactment of the Recovery Act.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) must obligate 100
percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Each recipient that receives Recovery Act

funds from a Federal agency must submit a quarterly report to that agency no later than 10 days
(beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such
information publicly available by posting the information on a website no later than 30 days
(beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and obligated, a detailed list of all projects for
which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated, and detailed information on any
subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: NRCS has obligated $20 million for 20 dams and signed contracts
for and started construction on three dams totaling $6 million. In total, NRCS plans to rehabilitate
26 darns.

Rehabilitating these 26 dams will:

» result in §4.2 million of annual monetary benefits for the next 50 to 100 years;

b reduce flooding for 1,774 homes, 117 businesses and public facilides, and 103 bridges;
> decrease risk to life threatening dam failures for 7,621 people;

» restore or echance 667 acres of wetlands; and

> enhance 96 miles of stream corddor for fish and wildlife.

57 1d. § 1512
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An example of a project underway includes:

> Sallisaw Creek Watershed Dam No. 18M in Adair County, Oklahoma ($4.2 million): Work
has begun to bring this dam up to current safety standards, raise its height by 3.4 feet, and
replace existing spillways. A 2006 study classified this dam as high-hazard because 24
homes, a church, and a water treatment and pumping facility would be inundated if the dam
failed. Rehabilitaton of the dam will increase public safety and provide $20.7 million in
flood-reduction benefits over the dam’s 100-year life. The lake created by the dam provides
3,000 acre-feet of municipal water storage for the Stilwell Area Development Authority and
water for 20,000 people.

To view the specific projects, see:

htip://transporration.house.gov/singlepages /singlepages.aspx?NewsID =852,
To view a map of projects, see: http://www.usda.gov/recovery/map/.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 1,400 jobs and $250 million of economic activity.
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WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS — $290 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $145 million for watershed operations, and $145 million for
floodplain easements.

Distribution: Funds will be distributed by NRCS to improve water quality, increase water supply,
decrease soil erosion, and improve fish and wildlife habitat in rural communities. Other major
benefits from these projects include improve community safe and health, flood mitigation, sediment
control, and enhanced fish and wildlife habitat.

Prioritization: Funds must be allocated to projects that can be fully funded and completed with the
funds appropriated in the Recovery Act, and funds must be allocated to activities that can
commence promptly following enactment of the Recovery Act.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: NRCS must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Each recipient that receives Recovery Act
funds from a Federal agency must submit a quarterly report to that agency no later than 10 days

(beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such
information publicly available by posting the information on a website no later than 30 days
(beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. These reports include the
zmount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and obligated, a detailed list of all projects for
which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated, and detailed information on any
subcontracts or subgraats awarded by the recipient.”®

Recovery Act Implementation:

Watershed Operations and Flood Prevention ($145 million): NRCS has obligated §64 million

and signed 199 contracts in 79 of the 80 planned projects. Of these projects, contracts have been
awarded and construction has begun on 19 projects totaling $6.9 million.

This watershed protection and flood prevention will:

» result in $431 million of annual monetary benefits for the next 50 to 100 years;
> reduce flooding for 9,749 farms or ranches and 997 bridges;

> protect 102 domestic water supplies;

> reduce 4,484,658 tons/year of sediment;

5814, § 1512,
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» enhance and restore 17,202 acres of wetland; and
B

> protect and enhance 892 miles of streams.

Recovery Act investments will further result in:

» new construction involving the invesd

in

tigation, survey, design, and construction of project
measures that provide nmuld-purpose benefits, owned, managed, and operated by units of
government (31 proj

B structural repair involving follow-up work to correct unforeseen deficiencies or site
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safery of a project measure (24

v

conservation practices to improve water quality and conservation on their property (18
projects); an

d protec

es of W

projec
1w the lower 18 mi

ek, resulting in an estirnated

from flood protection along Neshaminy
revenue for privately owned busine
[Ssiae w)

“reek, In addidon, the project will generate
sses through increased sales of cons

1e0t, pacts, and servic




Ixi

Page 51

Floodplain Easements ($145 million): NRCS has signed options for 192 floodplain easements
totaling $71 million, representing 41 percent of the total funding, Of this total, NRCS has closed

(exercised the fght under the opton) 67 easements totaling $25 million.

Recovery Act investments will result in:

>

water quality imptovement: eliminate soil erosion and associated sedimentation and nutrient
transfer from over 24,000 acres of cropland that will be converted to hardwood bottomland
forests and other wetland habitat;

flood damage reduction: improve community health and safety by removing 23 homes and
families from reoccurring flood damages and restore natural water flows to 12 stream miles
while eliminating flooding of 83 homes;

wetland and wildlife habitat restoration/imptovements to 37,000 actes; and
improved fish and wildlife habitat for neo-tropical and migratory waterfowl: restoration

efforts will restore and enhance critical habitat for 37 federally listed threatened and
endangered species of fish and wildlife.

An example of a project underway includes:

>

Salmon Falls-Piscataqua River Watershed Easement in Rockingham County, New
Harnpshire ($280,334): An easement has been acquired on this property at the confluence of
the Pawtuckaway and Lamprey Rivers, adjacent to the Pawtuckaway Core Conservation
Focus Area. The 2006 New Hampshire Fish and Game Wildlife Action Plan identified the
site as providing the highest quality habitat within the biological region. Protection and
restoration of this property will enhance the quality of the habitat, particularly for threatened
and endangered species, including the Wood turtle, Blanding’s turtle, and Spotted turde. In
order to restore the 7.2-acre floodplain within the dam breach inundation zone, 2 house and
other buildings have been removed.

To view a map of projects, see: http://www.usda.gov/recovery/map/.

To view the specific projects, see:

hup://transportation.house.gov/singlepages /singlepages.aspx?NewsID=852.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 8,000 jobs and $1.4 billion of economic activity.
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INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION — $220 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $224 million to the United States Section of the International
Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC) to catry out immediate repair and rehabilitation
requitements of existing water supply infrastructure along the U.S.-Mexican border.

Distribution: These funds will allow rehabilitation of approximately 170 miles of deficient levees,
including Rio Grande levees as well as levees in the interior floodways in the Lower Rio Grande
Flood Control Project.

Prioritization: The IBWC has prioritized Recovery Act funds for projects necessary to raise levee
heights and make structural repairs to ensure the levees provide adequate protection during the 100-
year flood, a flood that has a one percent chance of occurring in any given year. The levee
rehabilitation is intended to meet standards established by the Federal Emergency Management

Agency (FEMA).

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: IBWC must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: IBWC must submit a detailed spending plan

for funds appropriated under the Recovery Act to the Committees on Approptiations within 90 days
(May 18, 2009) of enactment of the Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.*

Recovery Act Implementation: IBWC has obligated $149 million and committed to award an
additional 13 design, construction, and construction management contracts totaling $70 million.
Work has begun on 12 specific segments out of the 21 planned under the Recovery Act totaling
$149 million, representing 68 percent of the available funds. IBWC expects all construction to be
completed by Apsl 2011.

2 Id Title XJ.
0 Id § 1512,
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Recovery Act investments will:

> rehabilitate 246 miles of deficient river and floodway levees in the Upper and Lower Rio
Grande Flood Control Systems of Texas and New Mezico (almost one half of the total 506
miles of levees);

» enhance the protection of lives and property for over two million border residents; and

> achieve certification standards established by FEMA, thereby reducing the cost of flood
insurance to border residents.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 6,100 jobs and $1.1 billion of economic activity.
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Recovery Act:

1. Provides an additional $2 billion for the Corps of Engineers Construction program;

2. Provides an additional $2.075 billion for the Corps of Engineers Operation and
Maintenance program;

3. Provides an additional $375 million for the Corps of Engineers Mississippi River and
Ttibutaties program;

4. Provides an additional $100 million for the Corps of Engineers Formerly Utilized
Remedial Action Program;

5. Provides an additional $25 million for the Corps of Engineers Investigations
program; and

6. Provides an additional $25 million for the Corps of Engineers Regulatory Program.

Distribution: Distributes funds to the Corps of Engineers (Corps), which will determine the
disirbution of funds through its existing project selection process. Water resources development
projects include navigation, flood control, hurricane and storm damage reduction, shoreline
protection, hydroelectric power, recreation, water supply, environmental infrastructure,
environmental protection, restoration and enhancement, and fish and wildlife mitigation projects.

Prioritization: Requires that funds be used for programs, projects, or activites (or elements of
programs, projects, or activities) that can be completed within the funds made available in the
Recovery Act, and that will not require new budget authority to complete.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Corps must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September 30,
2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Beginning 45 days (April 3, 2009) after the

date of enactment of the Recovery Act, the Corps must submit quarterly reports to the Committees
on Appropriations detailing the allocation, obligation, and expenditures of these funds.®

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and

1 1d. Tide IV.
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obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: The Corps has committed $3.1 billion for 780 Recovery Act
projects in 49 States, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, representing 68 petcent of the total
amount of Recovery Act funds allocated to the Corps, as of February 28, 2010.

Recovery Act investments will fund the following:®

> navigation: repair or improve 284 locks or commercial ports;

> flood risk management: 1,124 projects to improve dam or levee safety;

> recreation: maintain or upgrade 460 recreation areas;

> environment: 143 projects to restore aquatic ecosystems or improvement management of

natural resources;
» hydropower: 35 projects to repair or improve hydropower; and
> water supply: 148 projects to construct local water supply or wastewater infrastructure.

Construction Program (32 billion): The Corps has committed $1.2 billion for 153 projects. This
amount represents 59 percent of the apportionment for this program.

Operation and Maintenance Program ($2.075 billion): The Corps has committed $1.6 billion for

521 projects, This amount represents 77 percent of the apportionment for this program.

Mississippi Rivet and Tributaries Program ($375 million): The Corps has committed $241
million for 38 projects. This amount represents 64 percent of the apportionment for this program.

Formerly Utilized Remedial Action Program ($100 million): The Corps has commirted $93

million for 10 projects. This amount represents 93 percent of the apportionment for this program.

Investigations Program (825 million): The Corps has committed $18 million for 53 projects.

This amount represents 74 percent of the apportionment for this program.

Regulatory Program (325 million): The Corps has committed $14 million for five projects. This
amount represents 55 percent of the apportionment for this program.

2 Jd. § 1512,

% On April 28, 2009, the Corps posted its lists of Civil Works work packages funded by the Recovery Act. Selected
projects are geographically distributed across the United States to provide the nation with inland and coastal navigation,
environmental, flood nsk management, hydropower, and recreation improvements.
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b Western Sarpy Levee Improvement Project, Segment 3 In Saunders and
Nebraska ($6.5 million): This project is located along the Lower Platte River in

has seen significant long-term flooding problems. On Decernber 31, 2009, the Corps
awarded a fizm fixed prce construction contract to a small business, Anderson B

Jebraska, to lmprove the levees on the Platte and Bl
i {will increase the lev

Company of Omaha,

of improving 16 miles of existing levees an
protection by improving two existing non-Federal levees and filling in levee gaps to improve
protecton. This work will improve the resiliency of the levee and reduce flood damage

of flond

project consi

N .

reduction sk to life and property of the area.

= Picayune Strand Restoration Project in Florida (340 million): Decades ago, canal excavation
and road construction disrupted the nutural water flow and over-drained many areas of the

glades. One of these areas is the Merritt Canal on the Everglades” Pleayune

er 2009, the Corps awarded 2 Recovery Act contract to Harry Pepper and

ciates of Jacksonville, Florida. Harry Pepper will use these funds to install 55 plugs in

Florda

¢ reduction on land cutside the project

station and spreader canal, maintain flood damay
a, remove 95 miles of crumbling roads, and manage non-native vegetation. Work began
in November 2009 and will be corpleted in March 2011

w the specific projects, see:
/transportaton.house.gov/singlepages/singlepages.aspx?

Tovi
hop:/

wallym8h2,

o

To view a national map of Corps projects, see:
hrtps/ v asace. asmy.amil /recovery /Pages

ctlccaticasbeta asy

Ecovomic Impact: Creates approxinaately 139,000 jobs and $23 billion of economic activity.
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FEDERAL BUILDINGS - $5.575 BILLION

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION — $5.55 BILLION

Recovery Act:

1. Provides $4.5 billion to convert General Services Administration (GSA) Federal
buildings to High-Performance Green Buildings as defined in section 401 of P.L. 110-
140, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007;

2. Provides $750 million for tepair, alteration, and construction of Federal buildings and
U.S. courthouses, and according to Joint Explanatory Statement of the Committee of
Conference, of which $450 million shall be for a new headquarters for the
Department of Homeland Security; and

3. Provides $300 million for border stations and land ports of entry.

Distribution: Distributes funds through existing GSA prospectus and non-prospectus programs.
GSA will determine the distribution of funds through its existing administrative processes.

Prioritization: According to Joint Explanatory Statement of the Committee of Conference, with
regard to funding for High-Performance Green Buildings, funds are focused on projects that will,
throughout the life-cycle of the building, reduce energy, water, and material resource use, improve
indoor environmental quality, and reduce negative impacts on the environment, including air and
water pollution and waste generation.” With regard to funds that arc used for new U.S. courthouse
construction, GSA is advised to consider projects for which the design provides courtroom space
for senior judges for up to 10 years from eligibility for senior status, not to exceed one courtroom
for every two senjor judges.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requites GSA to obligate not less than $5 billion of the funds by
September 30, 2010, and the remainder not later than September 30, 2011.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: GSA must submit a detailed plan, by project,
regarding the use of funds made available in this Act to the Committees on Appropriations within

45 days (April 3, 2009) of enactment of the Recovery Act, and shall provide notification to said
Comrmittees within 15 days prior to any changes regarding the use of these funds.®

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such informaton publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each

64 Ser Energy Independence and Securty Act of 2007, Pub. L. No. 110-140, § 401 (2007).
% American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5, Title V (2009).



Ixviii
Page 58

calendar quarter. These repaorts include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act tunds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.*

Recovery Act Implementation: GSA has awarded contracts and begun work on 383 projects
worth $2.4 billion, representing 43 percent of GSA’s total apportionment. GSA plans to award a
total of $4 billion worth of contracts by March 31, 2010, a total of $5 billion by September 30, 2010,
and the remaining funds by September 30, 2011.

GSA’s Recovery Act spending plan comptises projects in all 50 States, Washington, DC, and two
Terrtories, including: i

> constructing 10 Federal buildings and courthouses in five States, Washington, DC, and
Puerto Rico ($750 million);

> constructing seven border stations and land ports of entry in five States on the U.S.-Mexico
and U.S.-Canada borders ($300 million);

> modernizing 45 Federal buildings and courthouses in 21 States, Washington, DC, and Puerto
Rico with major projects to convert facilities to high-performance green buildings ($3.2
billion);

> modernizing 199 Federal buildings and courthouses in 48 States, Washington, DC, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands with imited-scope projects to convert facilities to high-
performance green buildings ($912 million); and

> modernizing Federal buildings and courthouses with small projects to convert facilities to
high-performance green buildings (§161 million).

Each major modernization project will meet the energy efficiency and conservation requirements of
the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (P.L. 110-140). Each limited-scope
modernization project will all include advanced meters for electricity and water. In addition, if the
limited-scope project includes roof replacement; the roof will be replaced with integrated
photovoltaic membrane (f flat and in the appropriate geography), maximum reasonable insulation
for the climatic zone (R-50 in colder climates), or a green roof if an integrated photovoltaic roof is
not warranted.

These projects will result in:
> installing 126 roofs, including 54 photovoltaic roofs;

» putting in place 135 lighting systems;

6 14 § 1512,
67 GSA released their original spending plan on March 31, 2009, and submitted their most recent amendment on January
19, 2010.
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> installing 48 water systems; and

> completing 208 system tune-ups and recommissionings.

Recovery Act projects underway include:

» Ralph H. Metcalfe Federal Building in Chicago, Illinois ($1.6 million): Work began on
January 5, 2010. The energy saving “green” elements of the project include retrofitting the

HVAC systems as well as installing a lighting control system and light fixtures for smart
lightng capabilities; and

> Potter Stewart U.S. Courthouse in Cincinnati, Ohio ($318,000): Construction commenced in
January 2010 on this improvement to the existing courthouse. The project includes
upgrading and expanding the existing Building Automation System to provide more efficient
control of all building systems and reviewing and revising the building control strategies
related to the HVAC system with an emphasis on client comfort as well as energy
conservation.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 154,000 jobs and $27.5 billion of economic
activity,
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SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION — $25 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $25 million for repair and revitalization of existing Smithsonian
Institution facilities.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the Smithsonian Tnstitution’s existing administrative
processes.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Smithsonian Institution must obligate 100 percent of the funds by
September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: The Smithsonian Institution must subrmit a

general plan for expenditures of such funds to the Committees on Appropriations within 30 days
(March 19, 2009) of enactment of the Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: The Smithsonian has signed contracts worth $22 million for 16
projects, representing 100 percent of the Smithsonian’s total Recovery Act spending plan.” The
Smithsonian awarded 14 of the 16 construction projects to local small business firms. Construction
on the first project began on June 6, 2009, and the Smithsonian plans to complete all construction
by December 31, 2010. Examples of Recovery Act projects include:

> Arts and Industries Building in Washington, DC ($4.6 million): cleaning 73,000 square feet
of masonry exterior wall, repairing 13,000 linear feet of brick mortar joints, and removing
374 tons of non-hazardous and 200 tons of hazardous interior materials; and

> Natonal Zoological Park in Washington, DC ($9.7 million): replacing 52,060 square feet of
roof, installing fire-protection equipment, and improving three bridges.

" Economic Impact: Creates approximately 700 jobs and $124 million of economic activity.

6 14 §701.
14 § 1512,
70 The Smithsonian set aside $3 million in contingency for unforeseen conditions.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION - $150 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $150 million for EDA’s economic development programs, of which
not less than $50 million shall be for economic adjustment assistance under section 209 of
the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, and up to $50 million may be
transferred to federally authorized regional economic development commissions.™

Distribution: Distributes funds to local partners through EDA’s existing regional allocation and
project sclection processes. EDA may transfer funds to the Appalachian Regional Commission, the
Delta Regional Authotity, the Northern Great Plains Regional Authority, the Northern Border
Regional Commission, the Southeast Crescent Regional Commission, and the Southwest Border
Regional Commission. These Federally authorized regional economic development commissions
may assist eligible applicants in submitting applications to EDA, or may seek transfers directly from
EDA.

Prioritization: Of the $150 million provided, not less than $50 million must be allocated for
economic adjustment assistance under section 209 of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965. EDA will allocate the remaining $100 million to either the Public Works
and Economic Development Facilities Program or the Economic Adjustment Assistance Program,
depending on demonstrated needs.

With regard to funding for economic adjustment assistance, the Secretary of Commerce shall give
priotity consideration to areas of the nation that have experienced sudden and severe economic
dislocation and job loss due to corporate restructuring.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: EDA must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Each recipient that receives Recovery Act
funds from a Federal agency must submit a quarterly report to that agency no later than 10 days

(beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such
informadon publicly available by posting the information on a website no later than 30 days
(beginaing October 30, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and obligated, a detailed list of all projects for
which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated, and detailed information on any
subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On September 25, 2009, EDA reached a milestone by awarding
its final Recovery Act project. In total, EDA awarded 68 grants in 37 States totaling $147 million.”

714 Tide 1L
2 1d. § 1512
73 EDA will use the remaining $3 million for administration and oversight.
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EDA has broken ground on 34 of these projects totaling $70 million, representing 48 percent of the
amount allocated to support these investments. EDA funded projects in areas of the nation that
have experienced sudden and severe economic dislocation and job loss due to corporate
restructudng. These projects target opportunites that will jump start our economy and support
investments that will contribute to sustained economic growth across the country. EDA’s

implementation plan includes promoting:

> the development of regional innovation clusters, which leverage a region’s existing
competitive strengths to boost job creation and economic growth — 23 projects (350
million);

> business incubation — 13 projects ($37 million);
> green jobs — 14 projects ($27 million); and

> trade and help connect regional economies to the opportunities offered by the global
marketplace — five projects ($11 million).

Examples of projects underway include:

> City of Saata Cruz, California ($4.8 million): EDA provided this grant to help the city
respond to job losses associated with corporate restructuring by renovating a historic
Brownfield site to create the Digital Media Center at the Tannery, a business incubator for
digital media companies. Due to the large number of small businesses in the Santa Cruz
region that provide digital media services, the co-location of a variety of these individual
service providers at the center provides an opportunity to promote the growth and
development of the digital media cluster. This high-tech business incubator is expected to
create 653 long-term jobs and leverage $33.8 million in private investment; and

> Arizona Bioscience Park in Tucson, Arzona ($4.7 million): Pima County experienced
sudden and severe economic dislocation and job loss due to corporate restructuring, with the
total number of unemployed persons rising 80 percent during the 12 month period ending in
February 2009. A grant to the University of Arzona will help build the park to provide the
region with a comprehensive training and research facility that will boost workforce training,
research and development opportunides, higher-skilled, higher-wage jobs, and private sector
investment in the bioscience sector. The new state-of-the-art research park will house a
technology business incubator. The park’s sophisticated, high-technology biosciences
facilities will be integrated into a multi-use development. The grant is expected to help
create 639 long-tern jobs and attract $33.1 million in private investment.

To view the specific projects, see:
./ /transportation. house gov/singlepages/singlepages.aspx?NewsID=852.

Economic Impact: EDA estimates that construction related to Recovery Act investments
will create 1,693 jobs over the next three years. EDA also expects these investments to
create 18,908 long-term jobs and leverage $981 million in private investment during the next
nine years.
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY ~ $210 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $210 million for Firefighter Assistance Grants, for modifying,
upgrading, ot constructing non-Federal fire stations.

Distribution: Distributes funds through FEMA's existing competitive grant processes. No grant
shall exceed $15 million.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: FEMA must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Fach recipient that receives Recovery Act

funds from a Federal agency must subsmit a quarterly report to that agency no later than 10 days
(beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such
information publicly available by posting the information on a website no later than 30 days
{(beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and obligated, a detailed list of all projects for
which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated, and detailed information on any
subcontracts of subgrants awarded by the recipieat.”

Recovery Act Implementation: FEMA has awarded 119 projects totaling $189 million in 41
States, representing 90 percent of the available funds. FEMA anticipates making as many as 10
additional awards.

This program is aimed at creating and saving jobs in recession-hit areas and achieving firefighter
safety and improved response capability and capacity based on need. Recovery Act investments will
fund the following:

> build 45 new fire stations to meet expanded responsibilities;

A\

replace 41 unsafe fire stations;
renovate 16 unsafe fire statons;

expand 10 fire stations to accommodate 24 hour/seven day coverage; and

v VvV V¥V

expand six fire stations to accommodate increased responsibilities.

™ 1d § 1512.
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Exam

_______ ples of new construction projects include:

> Newberg, Oregon (§764,000): Newberg's existing station, originally built in 1933 for use as a
livestock barn, was later converted into a fire station. The existing station poses several
health hazards. The station, built before enactment of current air quality standards, was built
without a source capture exhaust system for the department’s diesel vehicles. The bunk
rooms, kitchen, and dayroom, where the department’s firefighters live and work 24 hours
per day, seven days per week, are in danger of contamination. As a result, the station does
not comply with several National Fire Protection Association staffing and safety standards.
Replacing the existing station will correct all these issues.

> City of Quincy, Florida ($1.2 million): Quincy’s current station was built in the eatly 1960’s
and is the city’s only fire station. The existing facility has no sprinkler system and does not
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Response time from the current station is
over five minutes for approximately 60 percent of the south side of town. Building a new
station will bring 100 percent of that area well within a five minute response time.

To view the specific projects, see:
./ /transportation.house.gov/singlepages /singlepages.aspx?NewsID

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 5,800 jobs and $1 billion of economic activity.
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COAST GUARD — $240 MILLION
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND IMPROVEMENTS — $98 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $98 million for the Coast Guard’s Acquisition, Construction, and
Imptovements progtam to fund ready-to-go Coast Guard shore facility repair projects. This
funding cannot be used for pre-acquisition survey, design, ot construction of a new polar
icebreaker.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the Coast Guard’s existing administrative processes.

Prioritization: Funds are to be used for shore facilities and aids to navigation facilities; for
materals and labor cost increases of priority procurements; and for costs to repair, renovate, assess,
or improve vessels.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Coast Guard must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September
30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: The Coast Guard must submit a plan for the
expenditure of these funds to the Committees on Appropriations within 45 days (April 3, 2009) of

enactment of the Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009} after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: The Coast Guard has committed to spend $14 million. This
amount represents 14 percent of the total apportionment for Acquisition, Construction, and
Improvements.

7 I Tide V1.
7 14, § 1512.
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stments will

= Endurance Cutter Engloeering chan (310 million), including boiler fireside upgrades
oiler reliability improvement on eight . of which one is fan
additional three are complete; and
> Shore facilities — seven projects (888 million), of which three are under contract.

To view the specific projects, see:

hup/ oransportadon house.gov/singlepages /singlepages aspa?News D =852,

mic Impact: Creates approximately 2,700 jobs and $500 million of economic activity.
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BRIDGE ALTERATIONS ~ $142 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $142 million for the Coast Guard's Alteration of Bridges program,
which funds the removal or alteration of bridges that are safety hazards or unreasonable
obstructions to navigation.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the Coast Guard’s existing administrative processes.

Prioritization: The Coast Guard shall award these funds to those bridges that are ready to proceed
to construction,

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Coast Guard must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30,
2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: The Coast Guard must submit a plan for the
expenditure of these funds'to the Committees on Appropriations within 45 days (April 3, 2009) of
enactment of the Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.™

Recovery Act Implementation: Contracts have been awarded and work has begun on three of the
four planned bridge projects totaling $81 million, representing 57 percent of the available funds.
These four bridges include:

> Elgin, Joliet, and Eastern Bridge over the Illinois Waterway in Divine, Illinois — built in 1885
($30 million). Work is ongoing to replace the existing 120-foot horizontal clearance with a
new 300-foot clearance. The bridge poses multiple hazards to navigation including shallow
water depths and severe cross currents;

7 Id Tide VI
14 § 1512.
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» Burlington Bridge over the Mississippi River in Towa — built in 1892 ($36 million):
W Mohbile Bridge over the Mabile River in Hurricane, Alabama — bl in 1927 (815 million);
3
anl
5 o Tyl o b Tovtorreymetnl S ottty
L LrRIVESLON lﬁiﬁl(’tgt over the intercoasial W ALOTWAY 11 L CXas — DU 121

el

To view the specific projects, se

httpy/ /ransporaton. house.gov/sinplepage

DAGES ASPRT

conomic Impact: Creates approximately 4,000 jobs and $700 million of economic activity.

" The Coast Guard plans to have a contract awarded for the Galveston bed
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MARITIME ADMINISTRATION
SMALL SHIPYARD GRANTS — $100 MILIION

Recovery Act: Provides $100 million for grants to small shipyards for capital improvement
and worker training as authotized by section 54101 of title 46, United States Code.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the Maritime Administration’s existing competitive grant
program. The purpose of the grants is to make capital and infrastructure improvements that
facilitate the efficiency, cost-effectiveness and quality of domestic ship construction, conversion ot
repair for commercial and federal government use. This program generally provides 75 percent
Federal funds with 25 percent matching funds from the grant recipient. Grant funds may also be
used for maritime training programs to foster technical skills and operational productivity.

Of the $100 million, $75 million is reserved for shipyards with 600 employees or fewer, and up to
$25 million may be awarded to shipyards with up to 1,200 employees.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Secretary of Transportation shall ensure that funds provided under
this program shall be obligated within 180 days of the date of their distribution.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic repotts
to the Maritime Administration on the use of Recovery Acts no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009),

180 days (August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three
years (February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be
collected and compiled by the Maritime Administration and transmitted to Congress.

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.®

Recovery Act Implementation: On August 18, 2009, the Maritime Administration awarded 70
grants totaling $98 million for small shipyard projects in 26 States and Guam.®

Work is underway ot completed on all 70 projects (§98 billion), representing 100 percent of the total
available Recovery Act small shipyard funds. Within this total, work is underway on 62 projects (890
million), and work is completed on an additonal eight projects ($8 million).

® 12 § 1512,
8 The Maritime Administration received 454 grant applications totaling $1.25 billion,
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ery Act investments will result i
drydock new construction, expansion, and enhancement — 13 projects (8§33 million);
steel work machinery — 23 projects (28 million);
material handling (Le., eranes, forklifts) - 18 projects ($21 million);
shipyard infrastructure and imoprovements 5 million);
traloing — six projects ($6 million); and
boat holst — four projects (85 million).
wwned

£, has been in business for over 50 years, and craploys approximately 45 full-time and
10 part-time employees. Steiner Shipyard received a grant for the purchase of new launching
equipment, & Travelift 400 metric ton boat hoist. The Travelift will allow the vard to
complete the construction of vessels on shore, resulting in greater productivity. The ngw
Travelift will also enable Steiner to construct larger vessels. The company estimates at least

20 pew fud]
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Economic Impact: Creates approximately 2,800 jobs and $500 million of economic activity.
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T&] Committee Transparency and Accountability Information by State under
the American Recovery and Reinvestnent Act of 2009 (P.1. 111-5}) (Recovery Act)
Submissions Received by T&! Committee (Data Reported as of February 28, 2010)

Percentage of Allocated Funds Associated with Project Stages

Highways and Bridges

Out to Bid C‘;::_;:‘ Underway Average* Average Rank
Maine 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Pennsylvania 99.9% 990.9% 99.9% 99.9% 2
Wyorning 100.0% 100.0% 99.2% 99.6% 3
Iowa 98.5% 98.5% 96.2% 97.3% 41
Utah 100.0%! 06.2% 95.3% 96.7%! 5
New Hampshire 100.0% 03.3% 91.1%, 93.9% &
Vermont 98.5% 96.0% 87.9% 92.6% 7
Kentucky 97.0% 92.4% 88.3% 91.5% 8
Indiana 02.4% 92.4% 88.9%, 90.7% Bl
South Dakota 97.7% 95.2% 83.1% 89.8% 10,
Oklahoma 92.8% 90.4% 87.5% 89.6%| 11
West Virginia 94.6% 89.6% 86.8% 80.4% 12,
Colorado 100.0% 89.0% 834% 89.0% 13
District of Columbia 100.0% 85.3% 83.5% 88.1% 14
Tennessee 90.5% 88.0% 86.5% 87.8% 15
Montana 99.8% 92.3% 78.0% 87.0% 16
Washington 100.0% 88.7% 78.7% 86.5% 17
Mississippi 03.2% 02.1% 77.6% 85.1% 18
Maryland 95.5% 83.2% 80.1% 84.7% 19
Geotpia 90.6% 88.3% 76.1% §2.8% 20
Minnesota 98.8% 84.2% 74.1% 82.8% 21
Nebraska 98.4% 79.6% 73.6% 81.3% 22
New York 97.0% 77.2% 71.6% 79.4% 23
Alabama 80.5% 79.0% 77.8% 78.8%| 24
Wiscoasin 93.8% 82.8% 68.4% 78.3% 25
Notth Carolina 86.5% 83.9% 70.4% 77.8% 26
Ilinois 95.5% 83.4% G6.2% 77.8% 27
Louisiana 80.0% 78.7% 76.1% 77.7% 28
Kansas 100.0% 78.6% 65.5% 77.4% 29
Idaho 99.9% 69.8% 69.8% 77.3% 30
Arizona 79.2% 76.4% 76.4% 77.1% 31
South Carolina 96.7% 82.9% 61.9% 75.8% 32|
New Mexico 90.8% 72.8% 69.8% 75.8% 32
Missourt 95.4% 79.0% 64.3% 75.7% 34
Connecticut 86.2% 73.2% 70.3% 75.0% 35
Michigan 89.5% 87.1% 59.8% 74.0% 36
Oregon 74.6% 74.6% 71.3% 72.9% 37
Massachusetts 89.0% 65.2% 65.2% 71.2% 38
Florida 85.7% 71.3% 62.8% 70.6% 39
New Jerscy 82.0% 68.3% 64.7% 69.9% 40
Arkansas 85.3% 63.7% 63.7% 69.1% 41
Alaska 95.0% 67.9% 56.8% 69.1% 42
North Dakota 96.7% 79.1% 49.9% 68.9% 43
Rhode Island 86.8%; 61.2% 61.2% 67.6% 44
Texas 87.4% 70.0% 56.1% 67.4% 45
Ohio 98,2% 55.9% 55.9% 66.4% 46
California 84.2% 59.8% 59.8% 05.9% 47
Hawaii 78.2% 75.8% 37.7% 57.4% 48
Nevada 92.7% 48.2% 42.9% 56.7% 49
Virginia 87.2% 47.3% 37.2%)| 52.2%) 50
Delaware 53.7% 53.3% 43.5% 48.5% 51
National 90.8% 77.3%s 69.6%| 76.9%

* To calculate averages, the Committee gave one-fourth weight to the percentage of allocated funds associated
with projects out to bid, one-fourth weight to the percentage of allocated funds assodiated with projects under
contract, and one-half weight to the percentage of allacated funds associated with projects underway.
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T&I Committee Transparency and Accountability Information by State under
the Ametican Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act)
Submissions Received by T&! Committee (Data Reported as of February 28, 2010)

Percentage of Allocated Funds Associated with Project Stages
Clean Water State Revolving Fund

Out to Bid C‘;:!dr::t Underway Average* Avetage Rank
Alabama 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Alaska 100.0%: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%: 1
Arizona 106.0% 100.0%. 1060.0% 100.0% 4
Colorado 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Florida 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 3
Georgia 100.0%: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Indiana 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Maryland 100.0% 100.6% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Massachusetts 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Michigan 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% i
Minnesota 100.0%! 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Mississippi 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Missouri 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Montana 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
New Hampshire 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
South Carolina 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Texas 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Vermont 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
Vitginia 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
West Virginia 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
California 100.0% 100.0% 98.3% 99.1% 21
Pennsylvania 100.0% 100.0% 97.8% 98.9% 22
Maine 100.0% 100.0% 95.9% 98.0% 23
Wisconsin 100.0% 100.0% 95.8% 97.9% 24
North Carolina 100.0% 100.0% 93.2% 96.6% 25
Oklahoma 100.0% 100.0% 93.1% 96.6% 26
North Dakota 100.0% 100.0% 92.9% 96.5% 27
Utah 100.0% 100.0% 89.9% 95.0%| 28
Illinois 100.0% 100.0% 89.5% 94.8%| 29
Kansas 100.0% 100.0% 87.8% 93.9% 30
Kentucky 100.0% 100.0% 85.7% 92.8%| 31
Nebraska 100.0% 100.0% 35.4% 92.7% 32
Hawnaii 100.0% 100.0% 83.0% 91.5%! 33
Tennessee 100.0% 100.0% 80.7% 90.4%| 34
Towa 100.0%; 100.0% 78.4%! 89.2% 351
Ohio 100.0%| 100.0% 71.6% 88.8% 36
Wyoming 100.0% 100.0% 76.9% 88.5% 37
Rhode Island 100.0% 100.0% 73.9% 87.0%: 38
Oregon 100.0%, 100.0% 71.3% 85.7% 39,
New York 100.0% 100.0% 70.6%, 85.3% 40
Washinpton 100.0%, 100.0% 70.0% 85.0% 41
New Jersey 100.0%, 100.0% 64.9% 82.5% 42,
Connecticut 100.0% 100.0% 62.2% 81.1% 43
Idzho 100.0% 100.0% 55.8% 77.9% 44
District of Columbia 100.0%, 100.0%) 49.0% 74.5% 45
South Dakota 100.0%; 100.0% 45.1% 72.5% 46
Arkansas 100.0%| 100.0% 37.2% 68.6% 47
New Mesico 100.0% 100.0% 35.8% 67.9% 48]
Delaware 100.0% 100.0% 35.6% 67.8% 49
Louisiana 100.0% 100.0% 24.3% 62.2% 50
Nevada 100.0% 100.0% 5.2% 52.6% 51
Nadonal 100.0%! 100.0% 86.9% 93.4%

* To calculate averages, the Committee gave one-fourth weight to the percentage of allocated funds associated
with projects out to bid, one-fourth weight to the percentage of allocated funds associated with projects under
contract, and one-half weight to the percentage of allocated funds associated with projects underway.
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Comunittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act)

MILES IMPROVED by Recovery Act Highway and Bridge Funds

o < New: * Pavement '} Pavement | Safety Traffic| Transportation =E o

State | Construction ‘Impfovcmgﬁt Widening | M 9’; Enha . met R To‘tfx»l :
Alzbama 5 979 15 159 8 29, 1,194
Alaska 84 132, 1 15 231
Arizona 13 488 82 5 7 189 783
Arkaasas 30 178 44 1 254
California 4 1,940 ﬁ 216 215 73 2476
Cojorade 5 260 17 75 7 3 376
Connecticut 105 1 106
Delaware 3 36 109 4 5 153
District of Columbia 3 14 28 7
Flotida 8 555 [ 145 100 878
Georpia 21 1,130 35 121 47 4. 1,357
Hawaii 22 1 1 23
Idaho 5 158 18 1 20 203
Tl ois 13 1,712 3 27 27 63 1,845
Indianz 9 2,444 22 199 62 32 2,769
Towa 7 643 1 54 6 711
Kansas 3 106 26 3 7 146
Kentacky 6 140 20) 1 167
Lowsiana 12 062 5 6 85
Maine 212 213
Maryland 83 2 43 30 159
Massachusetts 211 101 2 315
Michigan 1,692, 44 265 119 92| 2,213
Minnesota 7 585 4 503 20 4 1,131
Mississippi 4 313 1 4 322
Missouri 38 1,245 58 5 53 16 1,415
Montana 224 6 1 231
Nebraska 276 2 279
Nevada 178 6 33 217
New Hampshire 3 523 4 1 531
New Jersey 79 8 17 42 146
New Mexico 27 231 34 31 323
New York 858 39 5 50 952
North Carolina 81 81
North Dakota 900 5 9 915
Ohio 13 899 13 29 15 1 969
Oldahoma 448 30 1 8 488
Oregon 427 11 179 3 69 690
Pennsylvania 910 3 200 376 5 1,584
Rhode Island 1090 48 3 3 164
South Carolina 4 271 30 197 13 1 516
South Dakota 529 1 531
Tennessee 20 792 40 12 16 880
Texas 18 1,546 111 16 16 21 1,728
Utah 9 181 11 5 4 4 213
Vermont 235 9 244
Virginia 12] 247 12, 1 20 292
Washinpton 4 562 10 773 28 1 1,378
West Virginia 1 140 6 [ 153
Wisconsin 1 417 36 31 486
Wyoming 753 4 14 4 34 807
American Samoa .
Guam s
Northemn Maranas 2 2
Puerto Rico 33 3 36
Virgin Islands 5 5
Nagonal 391 27,309 872 3,598 1,378) . 889 34,438

This table was prepared by the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Majority st2ff based on informaton provided by the U.S.
Department of Transportation. Data is based on obligations as of March 23, 2010.
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Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act)
BRIDGES IMPROVED by Recovery Act Highway and Bridge Funds

State Bridge - Bridge New B’rid.gc Total
: Improvement Replacement Construction

Alabama 1 5 6
Alaska 2 2
Arizona [ 3 2 11
Arkansas 1 4 2 7
California 6 4 10
Colorado 4 1 5
Connecticut 11 5 16
Delaware 3 3
District of Columbia 2 2
Flotida 18 2 2 22
Georgia 28 28
Hawaii 4 1 5
Idabo 7 2 9
1llinois 47 28 75
Indiana 89 20 16 125
Towa 5 20 2 27
Kansas 2 15 1 18
Kentucky 1 1
Lounisiana 12 12
Maine 5 3 8
Maryland 10 2 12
Massachusetts 3 2 5
Michigan 25 13 38
Minnesota 5 29 4 38
Mississippi 6 14 20
Missourd 9 8 2 12
Montana 3 4 7
Nebraska 7 19 26
Nevada 1 1
New Hampshire -

New Jersey 9 7 1 17
New Mexico 3 4 1 8
New York 54 50 104
North Carolina 18 26 1 45
North Dakota 1 5 [
Ohio 29 30 2 61
Oldahoma [ 56 4 66
Oregon 1 1
Pennsylvania 80 33 113
Rhode Island 6 1 7
South Carolina 8 8
South Dakota 1 1
Tennessee 54 1 55
Texas 23 12 35
Usah 3 7
Veomont 11 3 14
Virginia 1 1 2 4
Washington 2 7 3 12
West Virginia 26 26 52
Wisconsin 20 62 1 83
Wyoming 3 3
Amercan Samoa -

Guam -

Northern Maranas -

Puerto Rico 1 1 2
Virgin Islands -

National 554 644 [Z) 1,262

This table was prepared by the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Majority staff based on information

provided by the U.S. Department of Transportation. Data is based on obligations as of March 23, 2010.
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T&I Committee Transparency and Accountability Information by State under
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act)
Submissions Received by T&I Committee (Data Reported as of February 28, 2010)
COMPLETED PROJECTS

Highways and Transit Funds

Lo J e, Funds:. 1 e B
» > |, H sociated with | Transit® | -
< State 3 ’ rojects,

( IR " Proje
L : Conipleted . . s SR
Alabama $26.809.016 % §336,999 27 27136015
Alaska 2] $8,673,230 4 $3,130,564] 6 11,803,794
Arizona 29 $60,083,745 7 $4,043,275 S 65,027,020
Atkansas 1 $46,224,625 7 §3.065,755 3 49,890,578,
‘California 240 $267,235,541 105 $71,945,927 345 $339,181,468
Colorado 18 $33,748,4741 8 $13,250,315 26 $46,998,789]
Connecticut 10, $13,228,520 10 $13,228 520
Delaware 3 $807,194, 3 $807,194
Distnct of Columbia 1 31,000,000 1 $868,650 2 $1.868.650
Flonida 78] $20,100,796! 89 $10,688,974 167 $30,789,770
Georgia 3 §2,370,807 3 $133,285 6 $2,504,182
Hawaii -
Idaho 15 $339,013] 15 $339,013
llinois 207 $253,012,079 13 $135,221 499 220 $388,233,578
Indianz 425 $190,368,228 25 $14,475,119 450 $204,843,347,
lowa 62 $61,234,616 11 $913,008, 73 $62,147,684
Kansas 13 $3,647,222 10 $2,086,599 23 $5,733,821
Kenmcky 3 $13,790,659 34 $11,196,952 57 $24,987 611
Louisiana 1 §675,463 02 $12,187,746 63 $12,863,209,
Mame 42 $57,544,408| 42 $57,544,408
Maryland 14 320,236,356 16 $16,178326 30 $45,414,682
Massachusetts 1 $2,406,702 42 $11,342,378 43 $13,749 080,
Michigan 225 $133,109,741 41 $13,515,583 266 $146,625,324
Minnesota 73 $138,745,472 52 $26,550,910 135 $165.206,382,
Mississippi 27 $66,490,120] 4 $18,751 31 466,508,871
Missourd 117 $113,543,153 23 $7,396,198, 140 $120,939,351
Montana 27 $17,625,816 2 $717,800 29 §18,343,616
Nebraska 12 $28.008,889 10 $431,304 22 328,440,193
Nevada 2 $4,475,244 4 $855,245 6 $5,330,489
New Hampshire 9 $25,218,324 34 $3.462,433 43 $28,680,757
New Jersey 3 $4.407 981 1 $11,000,000 4 $15,407,981
New Mexico -
New York 801 73,059,759 24 $7,980,261 104 81,040,020
North Carolina 30; 35,935,096 13 $3,749,171 43 39,684,267
North Dakota 53 47,762,614 4 $347,026] 57 48,109,640
Ohio 8 $40.971,787 111 $31,598,004 179 81,570,601
Oklahoma 71 $90,216,069 1 $4,940 72 90,221,009
Oregon 103 $10,977,923 19 $15,162,875 122 26,140,798
Pennsylvania 94 $133,857,555 18] $4,293,073 112 $138,150,628
Rhode Island 20 34,135,7701 26 $34,135,7701
South Caroling 25 30,117,003 % $30,117,003
South Dakota 7 27,769,228 38 $3,156,265 45 $30,925,493
Tennessee 136 $142,420,707 33, $8,760,735 169 151,181,442
Texas 125 $121,173,477 152 $125,415,499 277 246,588,976
Utah 63 88,168,832 3 $15,274,162 66 103,442,994
Vermont 20 45,552,728 6 $1,138,894) 26 $46,691,622!
Virginia Ti 43,819,320 4 $1,991,627 15 $45.810,947
Washington 91 $96,827,961 35 $59,213,035 126 $156,040,996
West Virginia 52, $57,340,931 45 $4,745,607 97 $62,086,628,
Wisconsin 182, $105,228,354] 22, §4,478,5541 204 $109,706,908]
Wyoming 18 336,484,334 8 $941,734] 26 $37,426,068,
Natiopal ;. 2,973 | 7°82,894,642,048 1,193 $665,095,120}": 4,166:] * **$3;559,737,168)

*Transit includes the Transit Capital Assistance 2nd Fixed Guideway formula programs,



RECOVERY ACT: PROGRESS REPORT FOR
HIGHWAY, TRANSIT, AND WASTEWATER IN-
FRASTRUCTURE FORMULA INVESTMENTS

Friday, March 26, 2010

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,

WASHINGTON, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 11:35 a.m., in Room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James Oberstar [chair-
man of the Committee] presiding.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture will come to order.

Apologies from the Chair for the second delay. We were delayed
to 11 o’clock because it was clear the House was going to remain
in session last night. But then I was delayed further last night,
way into the late hours, close to midnight, trying to resolve matters
with the “other body,” as we affectionately call our friends across
the way; and even into this morning, problems still were being
worked out.

And so I was unnecessarily delayed by the other body, but nec-
essarily had to delay the beginning of this hearing, the 16th in our
series of accountability hearings on performance of State DOTs,
metropolitan planning organizations, transit agencies, the State
Revolving Loan Fund authorities, and the other Federal agencies
who have direct spending responsibility under the Stimulus Act
that Congress passed a year ago.

It seems like a much longer time than a year, but in that period
of time, as we will hear in the course of today’s session, we will be
able to account for 1.2 plus million jobs in the programs under the
jurisdiction of this Committee, an extraordinary measure of accom-
plishment. And on direct jobs, directly on job site from highway,
transit and wastewater, not counting all the others in the Federal
Government agencies, payroll expenditures of $1.8 billion; Federal
taxes withheld from those on job sites, $376 million; and unemploy-
ment compensation checks avoided, $296 million. That is net over-
all extraordinarily positive contribution to our gross domestic prod-
uct.

In addition, the State DOTs can account for 24,000 lane miles of
highway improved, built, widened, renewed, and 1,200 bridges ei-
ther replaced, restored, or reconstructed. Now 24,000 lane miles of
highway is equal to half of the entire interstate highway system,
which took us 50 years to build, and this amount of highway im-
provement has been done in a year.Before I go further and recog-
nize our witnesses, I would like to yield to the gentleman from

o))
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TIowa, Mr. Boswell, who has a plane to catch and who had planned
to leave town according to our 10 o’clock schedule, but he has de-
layed his departure. He has witnesses in this morning’s hearing.

Mr. Boswell, thank you for your wonderful support of our stim-
ulus legislation and all the programs of the Committee.

Mr. BosweLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And again, we all
thank you for your leadership and your vision on trying to teach
everybody of this complex of transportation and infrastructure jobs,
good-paying jobs, and they are not exportable. They are jobs right
here that we need to do, and things we need not do anything. And
you have certainly been a leader in this. We can’t tell you how
much we appreciate it. And we are having discussions about the re-
covery going on and the money to be available to our States, and
your concept of report back and who is ready to go and so on. I
think I assured you at that time that my lowa Department of
Transportation would be standing and ready to go. And I am very
pleased that I can report that has been true. They have been right
up near the top in their responsiveness.

I am very privileged to have someone I have known for a long,
long time, who is very much an expert in transportation, and that
is our Director of the Iowa Department of Transportation, Ms.
Richardson. So I welcome her today and thank her because I know
that not only she responded to the direction, she is ready for the
next round. She is ready.

And then sitting next to her is Mr. Miller, Brad Miller, a young
fellow who came to the capital city a few years ago and people said,
I don’t know if he can can fill the shoes of the guy that went ahead
of him, but he has, and he has filled them very well. He is the gen-
eral manager of the Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority,
and he is just doing a bang-up job innovating young people to use
public transportation and making it reliable, dependable, and com-
ing up with a concept to have a location where people can get in
an(ii out easily and so on. I am sure he will share that with you
today.

I am just very appreciative that people in my State and my cap-
ital city are responding, and responding in a very expert way to the
very guidelines that you established. I look across the table and I
look at the background, we have a lot of people here that have a
lot of things to share with us. I appreciate it.

I would just comment about Ms. Fisk, who is a truck driver.
There are a few of us in the Congress that have an unrestricted
CDL, so I just share that with you, that I know something about—
a little bit. I am glad to have you here, the one who has the hands
on the wheel and using this road system of ours that keeps our
commerce going, so I appreciate it very much.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back and thank you for this. I can stay
a few minutes, but I really appreciate the attention and the leader-
ship that you have given to this extremely important matter to our
country, across the whole country, and especially for me and our
State of Iowa. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Boswell.

Mr. OBERSTAR. At this time, the Chair will yield to the distin-
guished chair of our Subcommittee on Economic Development and
FEMA and a host of other issues, who has been very diligent in
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holding hearings on her Subcommittee’s portion of the stimulus,
Ms. Norton.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I must say, Mr. Chairman, you are taking accountability to a
new level. This Chairman is sitting in accountability hearings on
the stimulus when most Members of Congress have long since
gone. Having passed an historic health care bill, they thought they
were entitled. Well, Chairman Oberstar is entitled to, but in keep-
ing with the way he always approaches his work, here we sit in an
accountability hearing, and one that I think is important because
occasionally you hear people say, Well, if you have gotten stimulus
funds, I am not sure I myself have personally felt it. Well, that cer-
tainly is true.

Chairman Oberstar and many of us would have preferred to see
a much larger stimulus package, but what these accountability
hearings have done, Mr. Chairman, is to show that the money has
hit the ground. And it has hit the ground in no small part because
of the new accountability—the accountability the likes of which the
Congress has never seen.

These pieces of paper, which every Member should carry home
with her, tracks not only the Subcommittee chairs—because this
Chairman has held us accountable, I have had five tracking hear-
ings myself—but in turn, the agencies are being held accountable,
the States are being held accountable. And that is difficult because
the agencies are pass-throughs for the States, and yet they are
being held accountable.

And if you don’t believe the States are being held accountable,
every Member is going to be looking at this sheet to see where her
State fits. And I must say, Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to see that
the District of Columbia on highways and bridges has 85.3 percent
under contract. And in the United States, among the 50 States, the
District of Columbia ranks 14th.

I have said to my State, Don’t embarrass me here; we worked too
hard to get these funds. I don’t see how there could be any con-
troversy about these funds because the Chairman has put it in
black and white almost every week to help us track our own juris-
dictions and the agencies over which we have oversight.

So, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the accountability that you
are showing through these hearings, and if I may say so, Mr.
Chairman, for showing up also at the hearings of Subcommittees
when we are having hearings to hold the agencies under our juris-
diction accountable.

My own agencies, EDA, GSA, the Smithsonian, a number of Fed-
eral agencies, precisely because they know not only am I holding
them accountable, but the full Chairman is looking at them just as
hard, have proceeded in ways that I have found satisfactory. And
if you continue as you have done, not only will those who come to
these hearings know that this money has been put to good use. As
the press focuses on how you are putting facts and figures before
the public, it will be impossible to underestimate what the stimulus
funding that came through our Committee has done for the Amer-
ican people.

I thank you again, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. Again, I repeat my appreciation and admiration
for your persistence in holding the accountability hearings which
have served to spur on the Federal agencies to stay on course, stay
on track, or be shown to the public for failing to do their job. And
the first series of hearings, the first 3 months of hearings showed
great inconsistencies among the States and Federal agencies. But
after the information was made public and reports to Members and
calls into State and Federal agencies, they all got on board and
they moved their projects out smartly.

Mr. Cummings.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I thank
you for convening today’s hearing to enable us to receive an update
on the implementation of highway, transit, and wastewater infra-
structure products under the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act. Under your leadership, Mr. Chairman, this Committee has
kept meticulous records of how Recovery Act funding has been ex-
pended. I applaud the diligence of our staff in compiling the data
that is available to us today.

You have ensured that we have remained focused on the goal of
getting this money out the door and flowing into the economy as
quickly as possible, while also ensuring that funding recipients are
fully accountable for every single dollar they expend.

Today’s report shows that more than $48 billion of the more than
$64 billion provided for transportation and infrastructure projects
under the Recovery Act has now been obligated to more than
18,500 projects. Further, of the $38 billion provided for the high-
way, transit, and wastewater infrastructure projects that are the
focus of today’s hearing, 88 percent of the available funding has
been put out to bid. Work has begun on more than 12,500 projects,
totaling $26.7 billion. These expenditures have created or sustained
nearly 350,000 jobs. These are truly stunning achievements in the
work that is underway to producing a new and rehabilitated infra-
structure that will ensure our future mobility.

Mr. Chairman, many of us forget that when we enacted the stim-
ulus, we faced an economic crisis of unprecedented proportions. We
had just had to provide $700 billion in Federal funding to keep our
entire financial system from melting down. We were uncertain of
whether even the extraordinary sum would be adequate.

Against that backdrop, Mr. Chairman, while the current unem-
ployment rate of 9.7 percent is unacceptably high—and I note that
unemployment among minorities is still higher, with unemploy-
ment among African Americans hovering at some 15.8 percent—I
am certain it would have been far higher had we not made the crit-
ical decision to enact the Recovery Act.

Finally, the fact that we now need reminding of the severity of
the crisis we face when we approve these expenditures, is perhaps
the best possible testament to the effectiveness of the Recovery Act.
I again commend you, Chairman, for holding the hearing today,
and I look forward to the the testimony of our witnesses.

With that I yield back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much for your kind words, but
also again for the splendid cooperation you and Ms. Norton and all
the Members of our Committee have extended in ensuring that the
work of the Committee on stimulus was carried out by the respon-
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sible agencies, and each of you doing your respective oversight
work, and Mr. Cummings as chair of the Coast Guard and Mari-
time Subcommittee.

At this time I would ask, without objection, that the statement
of Mr. Mica, the senior Republican on our Committee, be included
in the record. He had to be out of town and gives his concurrence
in proceeding with the hearing without his presence, but his state-
ment will be in the record in full.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Today’s hearing will focus on the work of the Fed-
eral Highway Administration’s transit, fixed guideway, wastewater
treatment programs. But there is also Amtrak, which has started
work at 141 projects totaling $1.1 billion, which is 83 percent of
Amtrak’s funding. Those investments will result in the replacement
of 80,000 concrete ties, restoration to service of 60 M Fleet pas-
senger cars, 21 Superliners, 15 locomotives, and the improvement
of 270 passenger stations.

FAA has completed work or has work underway on 94 percent
of its $1.2 billion, 663 projects. Those projects went out so fast be-
cause of the unique contracting authority of aviation agencies, air-
port authorities who can advertise award bids, but withhold work
on a project until the funding is available. We were able to get fur-
ther ahead on the work than the surface transportation agencies.
So those aviation investments have produced 155 runway improve-
ment projects, 139 airports that accommodate 11 million takeoffs
and landings a year, 82 taxiway improvements at 78 airports, that
accommodate 8 million operations.

The EPA has awarded $582 million for 57 Superfund construc-
tion projects for design projects, and work is underway or com-
pleted on 45 of those, at a total of $502 million.

The Corps of Engineers has committed $3.1 billion for 780
projects, navigation repair or improvement to 284 locks in commer-
cial ports, 1,124 dam and levee safety projects, maintenance and
upgrading of 460 Corps of Engineers recreation facilities, lakes,
and Corps-constructed dams that result in recreation areas. Those
investments are extremely important to the navigation and move-
ment of people and goods on our inland waterways.

And the General Services Administration, prodded by Ms. Nor-
ton’s hearings, has awarded contracts and begun work on 383
projects, $2.4 billion, 43 percent of the funding.

The Economic Development Administration has awarded 68
grants for $147 million.

Coast Guard, alterations of bridges; three projects are underway,
totaling $81 million.

All of these have resulted in jobs, people working, getting their
lives restored, such as that of Joyce Fisk, whom I had the unex-
pected pleasure of meeting last August on the Interstate 35 project
of Knife River Construction. They were doing 28 lane miles of high-
way between North Branch and Rush City. And it was a day like
today, a gloomy, overcast, rainy, drizzly, dreary day; but the clouds
parted and the sun came out with Ms. Fisk’s smile as she jumped
down from her truck on the job site and threw her arms around
me and said, Thank you, I am working. Joyce Fisk represents the
human face of recovery, of stimulus.
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STATEMENTS OF JOYCE FISK, TRUCK DRIVER, KNIFE RIVER
CORPORATION; FLORENTINO ESPARZA LUNA, CARPENTER,
CHERRY HILL CONSTRUCTION, REPRESENTING THE UNITED
BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS; NANCY J. RICHARDSON,
DIRECTOR, IOWA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, REP-
RESENTING THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGH-
WAY AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS; BRAD MILLER,
GENERAL MANAGER, DES MOINES AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT
AUTHORITY, REPRESENTING THE AMERICAN PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION; JEFF FREEMAN, DEPUTY
DIRECTOR, MINNESOTA PUBLIC FACILITIES AUTHORITY,
REPRESENTING THE COUNCIL OF INFRASTRUCTURE FI-
NANCING AUTHORITIES; STEPHEN D. WRIGHT, VICE PRESI-
DENT, WRIGHT BROTHERS CONSTRUCTION, JEFFERY WHAR-
TON, PRESIDENT, IMPulse NC LLC; AND VERONIQUE de
RUGY, SENIOR RESEARCH FELLOW, MERCATUS CENTER AT
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY

Mr. OBERSTAR. So we are going to begin with Ms. Fisk’s story.
Thank you for traveling all the way out here.

Ms. Fisk. Thank you for inviting me.

Good morning everyone, ladies and gentlemen of the Committee.
My name is Joyce Fisk. I am 35 years old, and I am the mother
of a 12-year-old boy named Austin. I am married to Gene Fisk, a
volunteer firefighter and first responder in our community. We
both work for Knife River Corporation in Minnesota. I drive a
belly-dump and Gene drives a dump truck. We live in Almelund,
a small town about 40 miles northeast of Minneapolis and 10 miles
east of Interstate 35.

I met Chairman Oberstar while working on I-35 project last sum-
mer. It was a stimulus-funded project. And I was thrilled that Mr.
Oberstar took the time to come see firsthand the job in progress,
to take the time to talk to someone like me, just a truck driver
thankful to have a job. Mr. Oberstar told me about the new bill he
was working on and the progress it was making. I went home that
evening and wrote a quick e-mail to the Transportation Committee,
thanking him for taking the time to visit and to see his hard work
in action.

As a belly-dump driver, I transport materials to and from a job
site. I haul material, such as classified rock for the road base, or
I haul millings away when we do road tear-outs, and I also haul
bituminous mix to a paver. But I not only drive the truck, I
amexpected to help maintain them. I grease moving parts, I check
the oil daily, I crawl in the engine compartment, check for cracks
in my frame, and I even make small repairs on the road if I need
to. I put 500 miles or more on a day.

Driving an 80,000-pound truck isn’t easy. I have to constantly be
alert for traffic hazards, other drivers, animals, and potholes. And
it can be a challenge to drive all day without getting tired.

Even more of a challenge is trying to guess what is going to hap-
pen next spring. I get laid off every winter, usually around Thanks-
giving, and would usually be recalled in May after road restrictions
are lifted. Last year was the first time I panicked when I heard our
plant only had 10,000 tons of mix and no bids were being won.
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We are proud of our company. Knife River has a large workforce
of knowledgeable men and women who care about their commu-
nity. We care about each other and provide moral support. But
with no jobs to bid because of the recession and uncertain govern-
ment funding, I watched morale fall. It was difficult to stay opti-
mistic, and we started to argue about who was going to get the
hours. It made work stressful.

My husband and I started to wonder what were we going to do
if something didn’t come in soon; are we qualified to get another
job to sustain the household? What about health care? We bank up
to 600 hours during the summer that allows us to qualify for
health care during the layoff season, but if the hours run out, we
have to pay for the COBRA and the continued coverage. It is al-
most unaffordable in unemployment and to make a mortgage pay-
ment, too.

What could we afford to give up? Austin might have to give up
his saxophone. I once had an electric guitar, and my mom made me
sell it because we needed the money. We decided to sell the pickup
we were making payments on, so now the newest vehicle we own
is an 8-year-old Pontiac with 163,000 miles on it.

We were preparing for a long summer of no work. The previous
year, 2008, was hard on our industry. We saw close friends lose
jobs, and we realized we no longer could take ours for granted. But
then our plant estimator won the bid on the I-35 stimulus project,
and we were relieved. The project was the heartbeat of a newfound
source of happiness for many of my coworkers and me, we had
faith in the economy again.

But many of our friends are still out of work and there are many
Minnesota roads in need of repair. Some highways are almost
undrivable in a tractor-trailer because they have deteriorated to
the point of being unsafe. We need a long-term dedicated highway
bill that will allow small companies a chance to rebuild and provide
real jobs that will last.

Short-term bills are good for keeping a few companies afloat, but
the real deal of a 6-year, $450 billion dedication of funds to trans-
portation can restore confidence to companies and their workers. A
new funding bill can ease the congestion in big cities and heavily
traveled highways. Funding for light rail transit can save time,
money, and help clean up our environment. Without future fund-
ing, I don’t see manufacturers selling new equipment; there will be
no companies starting up and offering new jobs.

Road construction is constant. There will always be a need for re-
pairs. Let’s stop the Band-Aid approach and put money into infra-
structure that is going to offer real jobs that are going to last and
get our economy moving again.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak today.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much for that heartfelt state-
ment. You just summed it all up so well. Your personal story,
though, has been repeated 1,200,000 times all over the country;
people who were laid off, who faced a bleak future and who have
had a respite; and now our task, our challenge, as you suggested,
as you appealed for to enact the 6-year authorization bill and con-
tinue to extend regular programs of the Federal Highway Program
and make it possible to do the more complex projects that take
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longer time and involve more effort and more subcontractors,
where minority enterprises will have more of an opportunity than
in simple mill and overlay projects.

Before I go to my next witness, I must observe that on the job
site—I had driven over I-35 at that point many, many times,
maybe hundreds of times over the years—but there is a rut so deep
that my forearm disappeared in it. Where the engineer put his road
level on the surface, it went right over it, two inches over my fore-
arm—that is not a dainty little forearm either. That was the na-
ture of the project being undertaken.

It was so heartwarming. I had been at that sand and gravel pit
that Knife River opened to carry out the project. There were work-
ers doing the classifying of sand and gravel and aggregate who had
been laid off 2 months earlier, who now were back on the job, as
Ms. Fisk.

Staff reminded me, I misstated the number of road miles. I have
been using a 5-week-old figure. We are now at 34,438 miles of
highway improvements.

We will come back to each of the witnesses in due course, but
our next witness is Mr. Florentino Esparza Luna, a carpenter.

My grandfather, Alexander Giuseppe Grillo came from Naples,
Italy, as a carpenter in 1896, settled in Providence, Rhode Island
to build homes, and then when iron ore was discovered in northern
Minnesota, the district that I now represent, he and many others
were lured west to build homes in the iron ore mining country. So
we come from a family of carpenters, it is very touching for me.

One of my treasured pictures is a picture of Alexander Giuseppe
Grillo and me, 5 years old, hammer in hand, pounding nails in the
home that I still live in.

Mr. Luna.

Mr. LuNA. Thank you, Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member
Mica, and Members of the Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee. It is an honor to join you today.

My name is Florentino Esparza Luna. I am a resident of District
Heights, Maryland, and a proud member of the United Brother-
hood of Carpenters and Joiners, Local 1145, a local union with the
Mid-Atlantic Regional Council of Carpenters, MARCC. MARCC
covers the District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia, and West Vir-
ginia. Local 1145 is based in Upper Marlboro, Maryland, but we
work throughout the region.

My message today is simple and straightforward: The stimulus
passed by this Congress and signed by President Obama provided
me with the job I have now. I am living proof of the job creation
from the Recovery Act. The stimulus helped fund the Fairfax Coun-
ty Parkway project near Fort Belvoir, where I work.

I appreciate being able to work for a private contractor with the
Federal dollars you provided in transportation. A job means so
much. Nothing is more important than providing for my family.

I work for Cherry Hill Construction on the Fairfax County Park-
way project in nearby Virginia. After being unemployed for over 4
months, I started work on this project in December of 2009. I am
a skilled carpenter. I build concrete forms and perform other car-
pentry work on this huge, multimillion-dollar project. There are 30
carpenters working on the project now. The project is expected to
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employ about 150 workers in the construction trades. It will take
well over a year to complete.

We are building the extension to the Fairfax County Parkway.
My contractor will perform the first two phases of the work. The
project involves extending the parkway, grading, draining, building
a sound wall, and more. The project should make a big difference
in Northern Virginia, where, as you know, traffic can be terrible.

I sincerely appreciate the support of the Members of Congress
who voted for the Recovery Act. You played a key role in helping
me provide for my family. I have a wife and two children. It is not
easy getting by on an unemployment check. I would much rather
be working, building my community’s transportation system. I
know that is also true for construction craft workers throughout
the industry.

Construction workers are struggling. Many of the work opportu-
nities in the residential and commercial parts of the industry dried
up with the recession. About 20 percent of the members of my local
union are unemployed. Even with an employment rate twice the
national average, my local union is doing better than the rest of
the construction industry.

As you know, Chairman Oberstar, the employment rate nation-
ally in construction is over 27 percent. Too many construction
workers simply cannot find work and provide for their families. It
would be a lot worse if it wasn’t for stimulus. The Recovery Act al-
lowed me to put food on my family’s table, allowed me to provide
health care for myself and my family, and I am also able to put
money into retirement so that I can retire in dignity.

The Carpenters Union and my employer also invest in the future
workforce by making investments in apprenticeship and training.
The Carpenters Union believes not just in jobs, but in long-term ca-
reers. Unfortunately, the high unemployment rate in construction
and in my union has made it difficult to find work opportunities.
That is why the support from this Congress and this President in
providing real jobs through the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act has been so important to me and my brothers and sisters
at Local 1145. All construction workers hope that Congress will
make more of these investments in our economy.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I sincerely appre-
ciate it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much for that wonderful, heart-
warming testimony. We started off with two home-run hitters here
of a very personal testimony, a personal experience. To me, that is
reward enough for the hours put in, the hundreds of hours we have
put in on crafting this bill, beginning in December of 2007, moving
it through the House in September of 2008, but with resistance
from the previous administration, they vetoed the bill. Then we
had an election. President Obama said he would sign a stimulus
bill—or President-elect Obama at the time. And, as President, he
did sign it.

As for the future of transportation, this is it; this is the bill that
we reported from Subcommittee for the 6-year authorization. It is
750 pages—probably a few more will be added once we finish the
final legislative drafting. It will be a total transformation of the De-
partment, of the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal
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Transit Administration. And we will be able to move projects much
more expeditiously. We found lessons learned in the stimulus that
States can move projects out much faster than in the traditional
scheme of things, and we are incorporating those lessons learned
into this bill.

So we are moving ahead, and your encouragement is very impor-
tant for me and for my colleagues on this Committee. I know Mr.
Mica has many times said we just have to move ahead with this
bill. All the Members feel that way. We have had difficulty getting
the Senate to concur with us, but Senator Boxer made a statement
at a hearing 2 weeks ago, and again last week, that she will move
ahead with the bill and start with our document as the foundation
for it. So I am very encouraged that we will be able to complete
the bill in this session of Congress.

Ms. Richardson, Director of the Iowa Department of Transpor-
tation, you have already been generously introduced by Mr. Bos-
well.

Ms. RICHARDSON. I am Nancy Richardson, Director of the Iowa
Department of Transportation. And on behalf of the American As-
sociation of Highway and Transportation Officials, AASHTO, I
amhere to talk to you about three things:

First, the success that States are achieving through the Recovery
Act; second, the States’ ability to spend further funding on addi-
tional ready-to-go projects; and third, the role of transportation in
rebuilding and sustaining our Nation’s economy and the impor-
tance of passage of a new Federal Highway and Transit authoriza-
tion bill.

But first, Mr. Chairman, let me thank you and your Members of
the Committee for your commitment to transportation, which led to
the enactment of the HIRE Act that extends the highway and tran-
sit programs through the end of the year. This means that Con-
gress can now turn its attention to your priority and ours, the en-
actment of a comprehensive, multiyear bill.

Speaking of economic recovery, as you know the Recovery Act
had a March 2 use-it-or-lose-it deadline, and I am happy to report
today that every State obligated every highway dollar they were el-
igible to receive, and not one dime was returned to Washington for
redistribution. We are proud of the thousands of jobs the economic
Recovery Act enabled us to support in Iowa and across the Nation,
and of the long-lasting economic benefits of this capital investment.

The States’ record of 100 percent obligation of these funds by the
deadline did not happen just by accident. It took early planning
and preparation and quick action. I am particularly proud of the
pace of getting the Recovery Act funds put to work in my State of
Iowa. I am pleased that Iowa has consistently ranked in the top
five States in your Committee’s rankings of how States have moved
to get the Recovery Act funded projects out to bid, under contract,
and underway. My State is just one of 50 examples of how the
States have put the Recovery Act money to swift and good use.

Prior to the act even becoming law, the Towa DOT worked with
local partners to identify potential projects which would qualify for
funding. We wanted to be ready to hit the ground running when
the bill was passed, and we were.
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Through these partnerships, we were able to quickly identify
over 645 miles of highways and streets, 55 miles of trails, 36
bridges and structures, and four freight rail projects that were in
need of improvement or replacement and were ready to make use
of ITowa’s $358 million.

Work has begun in Iowa on over 200 projects, and as of March
15, $215 million, or over 60 percent, of the highway funding avail-
able to Iowa has been received from the FHWA as reimbursement
for payments to contractors and vendors. This funding was injected
directly into our economy last year and was responsible for creating
or retaining jobs all across the State.

When spring arrives and the construction season begins again in
Towa, we will see the remaining $143 million in Recovery Act funds
being used to once again support jobs, aid economic recovery, and
continue to improve Iowa’s transportation system.

The same success has occurred as a result of the transit capital
funding. With the $25 million in transit funds for Iowa’s small
urban and rural transit systems, we were able to identify for much
needed replacement 216 old transit vehicles. As of the end of Feb-
ruary, 136 of those transit vehicles ordered had already been deliv-
ered and put into service in Iowa.

Congress and the public also expect transparency and account-
ability in our administration of Federal funds, and I amconfident
that the DOTs and our local partners will meet and exceed those
expectations.

But what does this mean to Americans? First of all, it has meant
jobs. I understand that every Member of the Committee has been
given a copy of AASHTO’s report: Projects and Paychecks. It found
that States have created or saved 280,000 direct, on-project jobs.
Total employment related to the projects has reached 890,000.
While transportation received 6 percent of total Recovery Act dol-
lars, as of this past December, it was responsible for at least 14
percent of the total direct jobs saved or created to date.

But the real story is about people, the people whose jobs were
saved or who went back to work, the people who were able to make
their mortgage payments, put their kids through school, and pay
for health care, as you have just heard. These investments in our
Nation’s transportation network, first and foremost, have put and
are putting paychecks in people’s pockets. And although the pri-
mary focus of the Recovery Act was job creation and short-term im-
mediate economic stimulus, we should not overlook the fact that
these investments will provide long-lasting benefits with improve-
ments to the Nation’s transportation network.

We are very appreciative of Congress’ recognition of the role that
transportation can play in this Nation’s economy, and we want you
to know, Chairman, that we remain poised to support continued
economic recovery and job growth.

Earlier this year, AASHTO went back to the States to determine
additional ready-to-go projects. The States have identified more
than 9,800 projects valued at close to $80 billion that could move
through the Federal approval process within 120 days of enact-
ment. The Recovery Act is working, and the States could do more
of the same if additional jobs were available.
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Finally, we urge you to enact a multiyear highway and transit
bill before this Congress adjourns. We believe the $500 billion sur-
face transportation funding target that you, Chairman Oberstar,
have established, is a reasonable goal for this 6-year authorization
period, and Congress should seek to fund it.

We need a balanced bill that increases funding for both highway
and transit, and funds continued progress on high-speed rail. We
also need a balanced bill that meets the needs of both rural and
urban parts of the country. Mr. Chairman, we stand ready to work
diligently with you to see that reauthorization happens promptly.

In closing, let me say thank you to Congress for providing us Re-
covery Act funds for transportation improvements. The States’
DOTs have taken seriously your confidence in us that we could
swiftly and wisely spend the money in order to benefit the econ-
omy, and we have delivered. We stand ready to swiftly and wisely
spend additional funding that you might provide for continued eco-
nomic recovery.

And finally, we urge you to continue your efforts and advocacy
for passage of a well-funded, balanced, multiyear highway and
transit bill.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunity to testify
and will be happy to answer questions.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much for that splendid testi-
mony. Congratulations on the superb achievements in Iowa under
the stimulus, as you have reported, and for the work of AASHTO’s
report, Projects and Paychecks. It is well-documented with photos
of the successful projects all around the country. I just love stuff
like that, it just gets me going.

And this is the AASHTO proposal for 9,800 additional projects,
and nearly half of those are projects that Mr. Horsely, your execu-
tive director, has said can be under contract within 90 days, and
the rest within 120 days. That would satisfy the requirements of
the bill we passed in December in the House, which, unfortunately,
the Senate has yet to complete action on; they have only dealt with
half of it.

And for readiness, there are many touching stories, but one that
really sticks in my mind is that of Secretary Gary Ridley of Okla-
homa, who, in my visit out there to Tulsa and Oklahoma City,
pointed to the Inner Dispersal Loop project or the loop around
Tulsa. He said, We began designing this in November after your
hearing—the one I held in October. He said, That Committee is se-
rious, we better be ready. I told my engineers we are going to do
18 months of design in 4 months, and I want you to take your de-
sign and engineering plans to church with you on Sunday, because
if T need you, I will call. And they did and he did, and they had
it designed more than halfway through the $76 million project,
which includes 44 bridges, by the way. So you have got a great
story, and all of your colleagues across the country and all the
State DOTs have great stories as well.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Now we will move to transit with Brad Miller,
General Manager of the Des Moines Area Regional Transit Author-
ity, speaking for APTA.

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Chairman Oberstar, I am honored to submit testimony regarding
the Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority’s use of funding
for the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, which has al-
ready created jobs in central Iowa and around the country, while
improving public transit.

DART serves Iowa’s capital region with a service area population
of just over 400,000. While DART and Des Moines may be some-
what smaller than some of the other transit systems your Com-
mittee has heard updates from, I am pleased to report the funds
have had a profound, positive impact for our 16,000 daily riders.

DART received $7.8 million in funding. Not only has DART been
awarded all of our ARRA funding and will sign contracts for 100
percent of the funds by June, but DART has already drawn down
and cut checks for nearly half the funds, getting these dollars into
the economy and generating dozens of good jobs and improving the
transportation services in Des Moines. I don’t think our story is un-
usual, as FTA has awarded more than 99 percent of the $8.4 billion
that was made available for transit under ARRA.

DART spent more than one-third of its ARRA funds on bus re-
placements, and I was thrilled to see the funded buses roll onto our
property—as shown in the picture—just 2 weeks ago. The Com-
mittee has no doubt heard significant testimony of the strong need
for funding of our country’s infrastructure to achieve a state of good
repair. This policy is as true for small-and mid-size transit systems
as it is for our Nation’s aging rail systems and deteriorating
bridges and highways.

Not only did the ARRA funds benefit DART in Des Moines, but
I am also pleased to report that ARRA funds supported the replace-
ment of more than 180 small buses and 17 large busses at other
transit systems throughout Iowa. Iowa takes great pride in its ex-
pansive network of rural transit services in all 99 counties of the
State. The senior citizens and job seekers living in Iowa’s small
fAOWIlz who rely on public transit are also seeing the benefits of

RRA.

DART used $1 million of ARRA funds to help build an energy-
efficient expansion for our bus storage facility. The project is well
underway, and the contractor has identified over 30 full-time jobs
and more than $200,000 in construction wage and benefits that
have already been created by this ARRA-funded project.

The recovery funds have moved DART’s number one capital
project priority a step closer to construction by supporting the de-
sign of the LEED-certified transit hub in downtown Des Moines.
Now a design has advanced for this important facility that will cre-
ate not only 200-plus direct construction jobs, but will will also be
a catalyst for additional job growth as DART will be able to vacate
its outdated transit mall along Walnut Street and provide space for
first floor retail and small businesses.

Finally, DART is one of the many transit systems to gratefully
use 10 percent of our allocated ARRA funds for a one-time source
of operating assistance. While not every system was chosen to use
this flexibility, preliminary results from an APTA survey now un-
derway show that about a third of the approximately 150 agencies
responding to the survey so far are using a portion of ARRA fund-
ing to prevent layoffs, avoid fare increases, or maintain service.
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With the help of nearly $800,000 in ARRA funds for operations in
Des Moines, along with pay reductions and furlough days from me
and my nonunion staff, we were able to reduce our budget gap and
save more than 30 bus operator jobs.

As the general manager of a 150-bus system like Des Moines’, it
is Yours Truly that makes the presentations at public meetings
and listens to the hundreds of riders who tell me they are going
to lose their jobs if we cut their bus service.

We just completed 10 such meetings 3 weeks ago. And I recall
the story of one woman I met at a public meeting at the Forest Av-
enue Library in Des Moines. Ms. R. Cofield was at the meeting
with her 3-year-old daughter to fight to keep the weekend bus serv-
ice past the House of Mercy residential treatment facility where
she and more than 40 other single mothers live with their children.
She said she and the other mothers at the House of Mercy were
going to lose their jobs at the Qwest telecommunications call center
in downtown Des Moines if we cut the weekend bus service on
DART’s route number 5. She asked the question I heard more than
a dozen times at the hearing: Why are you buying buses and build-
ing a transit hub when you could be saving routes?

I tried my best to explain the limits on using funds for operations
versus capital expenses, but as the Committee knows, when transit
is your lifeline to keeping your job to support your struggling fam-
ily, you are not going to be easily convinced. Luckily, thanks to the
allowance of the 10 percent of ARRA funds for operating assist-
ance, DART was able to preserve that weekend service that Ms.
Cofield and many others rely on.

Certainly, the question of operating assistance is a challenging
one for the Committee. Undoubtedly, many transit agencies, par-
ticularly smaller agencies, would accept a change to allow them to
spend more Federal money on operations. However, they would
defer capital projects, including desperately needed bus replace-
ments.

But these are certainly extraordinary times. DART’s 5 percent
cut in service and likely layoff of 20 bus operators are the most
substantial cuts we have had to make since the 1980s. We are ex-
tremely thankful to the Committee for the temporary ability to use
10 percent of the ARRA funds for operations, and would strongly
support continuing this authorization on a temporary basis.

I finish my remarks by noting that without a new Federal invest-
ment in a long-term reauthorization bill, it will be difficult to main-
tain the employment benefits that ARRA has already created for
our agency. Needless to say, we definitely support the Committee’s
efforts to approve a multiyear transportation bill at the highest
level of investment possible for public transit. Such a bill would
stabilize DART’s finances, advance our job-creating capital projects,
and strongly assist our efforts to improve transit this Iowa.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I look forward to
your questions.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller, for that splen-
did testimony, for the before-and-after pictures, and for your re-
marks on operating assistance. It was very important for us to in-
clude that language in this bill. We extend it in the authorization
bill and doubled the funding for transit over the 6 years of this bill.
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I will now invite Mr. Jeff Freeman, who is the Deputy Director
of Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, who has an extraordinary
story to tell us of how they leveraged their funds to achieve a near-
ly 50 percent increase, or more, of the Recovery Act funds allocated
to Minnesota and provide clean water for communities that in
many cases didn’t have it at all.

I will excuse myself for a few minutes for a meeting with the
Speaker and invite Mr. Cummings to chair the hearing.

Mr. CUMMINGS. [Presiding.] Mr. Freeman, please.

Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name, again, is
Jeff Freeman. I am the Deputy Director of the Minnesota Public
Facilities Authority. Thank you for the opportunity to come before
the Committee to talk about our Clean Water State Revolving
Fund program and our experience with the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act funds.

The Minnesota Public Facilities Authority is a multiagency struc-
ture financing authority that manages the Clean Water State Re-
volving Fund, the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund, a State
Infrastructure Bank for our transportation projects, and several
other infrastructure financing programs.

Since the Clean Water State Revolving Fund began in 1989, Min-
nesota has received $577 million in Federal capitalization grants,
added $150 million in State matching funds, and leveraged those
funds with our own AAA-rated revenue bonds to finance $2.4 bil-
lion in clean water projects throughout the State. These low-inter-
est loans have saved cities and their taxpayers over $530 million
in interest charges.

This financing has helped local governments rehab and replace
aging wastewater treatment plants, upgrade systems to meet new
standards, rehab collection systems, construct new interceptors,
and a variety of other projects. These are essential infrastructure
projects that protect and improve water quality, and also, of course,
have a major economic impact not only in terms of the construction
jobs that they create, but also in terms of providing a critical foun-
dation for the economic vitality of the cities that have and need
this infrastructure.

The enactment of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
in February 2009 provided badly needed capital for these pro-
grams, but also created significant challenges for the State Revolv-
ing Fund programs. The specific provisions and accountability re-
quirements attached to ARRA required EPA and each State to de-
velop and implement new processes and procedures within a very
short period of time. In Minnesota, there was a flurry of activity
between February and April of 2009 as we put together all the
Riecels leading up to our formal application for the funds in mid-

pril.

On June 8, 2009, we received the official notice that the funds
had been awarded, and by June 25, 3 weeks later, virtually all the
funds had been committed for projects that were approved, bid, and
under construction. Formal loan agreements were then executed
over the next few months.

Minnesota’s share of the ARRA funds for clean water was ap-
proximately $82.5 billion. We awarded $44.7 million as principal
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forgiveness, and $17.5 million for green infrastructure projects for
energy and water efficiency improvements.

Our strategy for the ARRA funds focused on using the principal
forgiveness aspect in three ways, with an emphasis on creating in-
centives to get projects moving quickly. We offered 20 percent prin-
cipal forgiveness to all projects on a first-come, first-served basis,
if they were open bids and were ready to start construction. And
we also directed principal forgiveness to deal with particular af-
fordability problems, and as incentive for the green infrastructure
aspects of the projects.

To get the biggest impact and fund the most projects, we lever-
aged those $82.5 million in ARRA funds with over $100 million in
non-ARRA clean water SRF loans to finance 25 projects, for a total
investment of $182 million. To date, we have expended over 62 per-
cent of the ARRA clean water funds, and our job reports show that
there have been 295,000 job hours created, with a total payroll of
$11.7 million.

The Clean Water ARRA funds went to a variety of cities and
projects. I would like to give you a couple of examples. The city of
Waseca financed a $16 million project for improvements to their
wastewater treatment and collection system. The undersized sys-
tem was creating raw sewage discharges to Clear Lake, and im-
paired water, and also sewage backups in people’s basements.

To prepare for the project, the city had increased their rates by
60 percent to an average household cost of $55 a month, but they
still would have been unable to move ahead with the project with-
out the ARRA funds. The city of Duluth received $5 million to build
a sewage overflow tank on the shores of Lake Superior to prevent
overflows into the lake during storm events. The city of Grand Rap-
ids constructed a $30 million project to relocate their primary
treatment and solids dewatering facilities and incorporated energy
and water conservation improvements into that project as a result
of the ARRA funds.

Our experience with ARRA illustrates some of the features of the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund that have made it so successful
in general. The Clean Water Fund utilizes a project priority list, a
comprehensive list that in Minnesota’s case we have 381 projects
for about $2.1 billion. Each year we get over $400 million of re-
quests for projects to move ahead to construction. We know that
not all of those can go ahead because there will be delays for var-
ious reasons, so we purposefully put more projects on the list than
we expect to go ahead, and we use our ability to sell AAA-rated
revenue bonds as the flexibility of that to provide funding for the
projects that are able to go ahead.

When our board approved our intended use plan in the summer
of 2008, at that time the economy was already slowing down; and
they recognized the importance of putting more projects on the list
to give as many of us an opportunity to move ahead. Because of
that X, we put five times as many projects on the list as we typi-
cally fund; and, because of that, we were well positioned to fund
the ARRA projects when the money came through.

Mr. Chairman and Members, thank you for your strong support
of the Clean Water State Revolving Fund. We look forward to
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working with you on reauthorization of the program in the future,
and I would be happy to answer any questions.

Mr. CUMMINGS. [presiding]. Thank you very much, Mr. Freeman.

We will now hear from Mr. Stephen Wright, the Vice President
for Wright Brothers Construction Company, Inc., representing the
American Road and Transportation Builders Association.

Welcome.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Cummings, I am Steve Wright, President of
Wright Brothers Construction Company in Charleston, Tennessee.
I am here today representing the American Road and Transpor-
tation Builders Association where I serve as the Southern Region
Vice Chairman.

Wright Brothers was founded in 1961 by my father and my
uncle. Our company performs a variety of highway and heavy con-
struction services. We currently have projects under way in Ten-
nessee, Alabama, Georgia, and North Carolina.

Mr. Chairman, the Recovery and Reinvestment Act’s transpor-
tation investments have been a resounding success. Its impacts,
however, cannot be truly appreciated without understanding what
our sector faced prior to the measure’s enhancement.

The U.S. transportation construction market had been in a
steady decline since 2007 due to State budgets, the general econ-
omy, and an increasing material crisis. The continued recession
made this bad situation worse. Highway contractors laid off almost
26,000 employees in 2008 and early 2009. In fact, my company’s
employment peaked in 2008 at 350 workers, and it has since fallen
by 34 percent, due largely to declines in the private construction
market.

Going into 2009, we faced a severe recession, uncertainty about
the Federal Surface Transportation program reauthorization and
continued State budget difficulties. Not surprisingly, this made for
a very sobering outlook.

The one bright spot for our sector was the Recovery Act’s trans-
portation investments. My written testimony includes substantial
information that describes the exemplary pace at which these
funds have been put to use and their real-world impacts.

I would like to highlight one point to demonstrate the contribu-
tion of the Recovery Act’s transportation investments.

Figure 2, on page 4 of my testimony, compares the transportation
contracts awards for 10 months prior to the enactment of the Re-
covery Act with the awards 10 months after these investments hit
the marketplace. This information is significant because contract
awards are a leading indicator of future construction activity.

Following the Recovery Act, highway construction awards in-
creased 19.4 percent. Bridge contracts are up 14.6 percent. Airport
awards have grown 61.2 percent. Transit contracts ballooned 216
percent.

Because there are a variety of U.S. transportation construction
investment sources, it is difficult to attribute the increase of con-
tract awards solely to the Recovery Act. However, it is abundantly
clear that the 22-year negative transportation construction market
trend began reversing itself in May of last year. This is the same
point at which we saw Recovery Act funds begin supporting
projects. As figure 3 demonstrates, this positive trend is continuing
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with highway contract awards growing this January, while awards
in January of 2008 and 2009 had declined.

To put a real face on this data, Wright Brothers won four sepa-
rate Recovery Act contracts. Three of these are small projects in
Tennessee that have allowed us to save the jobs of one five-person
concrete crew. We also have a large capacity and reconstruction
project in Alabama that has allowed us to hire 19 people and has
saved at least that many jobs. We are expected to add more people
as we get further into this project. Half of the project is subcon-
tracted, so we represent only a portion of its job impacts.

The leadership at the Alabama Department of Transportation
has said that, while this project was a priority for them, they would
Rot have had the ability to move it forward without the Recovery

ct.

The success of the Recovery Act notwithstanding, the transpor-
tation construction industry continues to struggle with unemploy-
ment at record levels and great uncertainty about future State and
Federal transportation investments. I can state with all certainty
that, as bad as things are right now, they would have been much
worse without the Recovery Act.

To sustain and bid on the Recovery Act and re-energize the long-
term growth potential of the United States, we must not lose sight
of the need to enact a 6-year surface transportation authorization
bill at the investment levels proposed by this Committee as soon
as possible.

Thank you for your leadership on the Recovery Act, for the re-
cent transportation extension and your ongoing efforts to deliver a
multi-year reauthorization bill.

I appreciate this opportunity to testify, and I am happy to an-
swer any questions.

Mr. CuUMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. Wright.

We will now hear from Mr. Jeff Wharton, President ofIMPulse
NC LLC. I guess it is in North Carolina?

Mr. WHARTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Thank you very much for being with us.

Mr. WHARTON. Well, good afternoon, Mr. Cummings.

My name is Jeffrey Wharton, President of IMPulse NC. Thank
you for this opportunity to present testimony regarding the job cre-
ation and retention impacts of the public transit investments in-
cluded in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

As a brief background, IMPulse is an overhead contact hardware
manufacturer located in Mount Olive, North Carolina, with 30 di-
rect employees, plus a large nationwide sub-supplier base. Our
product, which dates back to 1888 through the Ohio Brass Com-
pany, is used to support aerial wires that feed power for light rail
trains, streetcars, vintage trolleys, and electric trolley buses. IM-
Pulse is a Marmon Group/Berkshire Hathaway Company and is a
member of the American Public Transportation Association.

My testimony today is on behalf of my company.

I am pleased to report that, in 2009, my new project business
grew 35 percent; and, in 2010, I expect sales to grow another 10
to 15 percent. I do not believe that my business would have sur-
vived without the investment in public transportation by way of
the ARRA stimulus funding. Our projects include the Los Angeles
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Gold Line extension, the Denver West Corridor line, the Pittsburgh
North Shore Connector, and the Portland Streetcar Eastside Loop
project, among others.

I recognize that most of these projects were already in the fund-
ing pipeline as new capital projects; and as the program and
project authorizations under SAFETEA-LU approached expiration,
ARRA funding served as an important bridge between that bill and
the next authorization bill and helped expedite these projects.

In talking with my supply partners, I have come to learn how
much they have relied on my business due to the tough economy.

Shirley Gaines, President of Synehi Castings, a woman-owned
business located in Greenwood, South Carolina, told me that IM-
Pulse has kept her business afloat. With the decline in the auto-
motive industry, she was able to keep 36 jobs through the orders
received by IMPulse and the ARRA-funded projects.

John Petro, a third-generation owner for Warsaw Foundry in
Warsaw, Indiana, has been able to maintain 44 jobs through the
transit orders directly from IMPulse. John stated that the only
sales growth in his business that he has experienced has been from
the IMPulse transit orders.

Mac Flynn, plant manager for the Brost Foundry that operates
in Mansfield, Ohio, and in Cleveland, attributes over 29 percent of
his business to IMPulse, helping to keep 50 to 60 employees work-
ing.
Lastly, Korns Galvanizing Company, located in Johnstown,
Pennsylvania, has been able to keep 44 jobs through IMPulse or-
ders and the quick implementation of economic stimulus and jobs
funding for public transit. Previously, they had relied mostly on
commercial work; and, today, IMPulse is one of the larger accounts.

I could go on and on with suppliers in Texas, California, Illinois,
Washington State, and others. As you can see, IMPulse’s transit
sales have impacted businesses throughout the U.S., and the asso-
cifatebd ARRA funding has directly contributed to saving hundreds
of jobs.

Let’s face it. Transportation is the backbone of the economy, and
public transit is an incredibly important aspect of our national sur-
face transportation system. Public transit creates great jobs.

I want to make substantial long-term investments to grow my
business and to develop new products and technologies that will
improve public transit options, but I need a long-term vision from
our elected officials.

I truly wish to thank Chairman Oberstar and this Committee for
your steadfast leadership in advancing transportation investment
through ARRA and your efforts to pass a new surface transpor-
tation authorization bill.

Let there be no mistake. There is a cliff fast approaching if we
do not continue to invest and recognize the immediate and invalu-
able benefit that public transit provides our economy, quality of
life, and the environment.

I thank the Committee, and I look forward to answering any
questions you may have.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much.

Ms. Veronique de Rugy. Am I close?

Ms. DE RUGY. Yes, very.
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Mr. CUMMINGS. We thought Mr. Oberstar would be in the chair.
You know he speaks French.

Ms. DE RuGy. I was told.

Mr. CUMMINGS. de Rugy?

Ms. DE RuGyY. Yes. Sure.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Is that close?

Ms. DE RuaGy. Yes, close.

Mr. CuMMINGS. You are a Senior Research Fellow with the
Mercatus Center at George Mason University. Thank you.

Ms. DE RuGy. Mr. Cummings, it is an honor to appear before you
today to discuss the allocation of the Recovery Act funds. My name
is Veronique de Rugy. I am a Senior Research Fellow at the
Mercatus Center at George Mason University, a research-based or-
ganization where I study budget and tax issues. It is in this capac-
ity that I have been tracking stimulus dollars since last February.

Using recipient report data from Recovery.gov and economic and
political data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Census Bu-
reau, GovTrack.us, and others, I have compiled a series of facts
about stimulus spending. My interest is simply to make use of the
tens of thousands of stimulus recipient reports recently published
on Recovery.gov and to put the aggregate information contained in
those reports in a larger context.

This report is the second of a series of reports, published on a
quarterly basis, as new recipient reports are released each quarter.
The data presented here covers the fourth quarter of the calendar
year 2009 reports of Recovery Act contracts and grants only. The
complete data set used for this report is available for download at
Mercatus.org. You can find the details about my methodology in my
written testimony, but, today, I will highlight some of the main re-
sults of my analysis.

First, in this second quarter for which Recovery.gov reports are
available, over 65,000 contracts and grants were awarded. The
total spending reached over $170 billion—that is, roughly, $1 bil-
lion awarded per week—and an additional $13.6 billion reported
received over the previous quarter. This is a sharp decline in
spending compared to the $156 billion received in the previous 3
months. At that rate, the government should be done awarding
stimulus dollars by 2020.

Second, the total number of jobs claimed to have been created or
saved overall by the stimulus actually declined from last quarter,
shrinking from about 634,000 to a little over 597,000 jobs. This job
shrinkage could have resulted from changes made by the White
House on how to count jobs. However, it goes to show how terribly
difficult it is to account for net jobs created from stimulus spend-
ing. It also outlines the near impossibility to account for how many
jobs were saved by the stimulus funds.

Third, I found, for every $286,000 spent, one job was claimed to
have been created.

Fourth, the main argument for enacting the $787 billion stim-
ulus bill was that, if the government spends money where it is the
most needed, it would create jobs and trigger economic growth.
Hence, we would expect the government to invest relatively more
money in districts that have the highest unemployment rates and
less money in districts with lower unemployment rates.
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Controlling for the percentage of the district employed in the con-
struction industry, which is often used as a proxy for the vulner-
ability to recession of a district, we find no statistical correlation
between all relevant unemployment indicators and the allocation of
funds. This suggests that unemployment, so far, has not been the
factor leading the awards. Also, I found no correlation between
other economic indicators, such as income, however you want to
measure it, and stimulus funding.

Finally, on average, Democratic districts received one-and-a-half
as many awards as Republican ones. Democratic districts also re-
ceived two-and-a-half times more stimulus dollars than Republican
districts. Republican districts also received smaller awards, on av-
erage.

There are more Democratic districts than Republican districts in
the Congress. This is why then I checked for the correlation be-
tween political indicators and stimulus funds. I found that, with
the exception of the district’s party’s affiliation, which is whether
the district’s representation was Republican or Democrat, there is
no effect of political variables on the allocation of stimulus funds.

So how much does party affiliation matter? While the effect is
significant, because of the specifications of the model, more con-
fidence should be placed on the relationship between the two vari-
ables than on the quantification of that relationship. In plain
English, it means that, while I am confident that whether the dis-
trict is represented by a Republican or a Democrat matters for
funding, we are not sure what the weight of this particular factor
was compared to others that went into the decision of spending the
money, such as the formula, for instance.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify before you
today. I am looking forward to answering your questions.

Mr. CuUMMINGS. Thank you very much, Ms. de Rugy.

Let me just ask you something. I just asked staff, you know,
what you were basing those figures on. I am just curious. You
know, a third of this money went to tax cuts, right?

Ms. DE RuGY. The report that I published is based on the data
that is available on Recovery.gov. This is the data reported by re-
cipients of the stimulus dollars for contract and grants exclusively.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Okay. I see. I see.

When we talk about stimulus, I mean, almost two-thirds of the
money went to two things, one, to tax cuts and, two, to helping
States address their issues and keep policemen hired and folks
hired and that kind of thing. So I guess, with what you have got
left, you are talking about the actual contracts themselves. I see.

Ms. DE RUGY. Yes.

Mr. CuMMINGS. All right. Thank you very much.

Ms. DE RUGY. You are welcome.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Ms. Richardson, you indicated in your testimony
that States have $80 billion of ready-to-go projects if additional
funding were made available. What do you mean by “ready-to-go”?
How long would it take for those projects to actually begin con-
struction, and would the majority be repayment projects?

Ms. RICHARDSON. By “ready-to-go,” when we did the survey, we
defined that similar to what the Recovery Act had been and said
that they could be obligated—using that Federal definition of
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“obligation,” they could be obligated within 120 days of enactment.
We have done some additional analysis of that, and about half of
those could actually be put to contract within the first 90 days fol-
i‘owing enactment, which would be even a more aggressive time
rame.

With types of projects, the $80 billion has crossed all modes. So
it is not just highway. You know, it is also aviation and trails and
transit and other kinds of projects. On the highway side, certainly
a fair amount of it or a certain amount of it would be in the resur-
facing and preservation of the existing system, but there is also a
mix of projects that would be expansion or the creation of some
new lane miles.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Now, you discuss a number of direct on-project
jobs among the States made possible by the Recovery Act expendi-
tSures. ?Has AASHTO tracked the total DBE participation across the

tates”

Ms. RICHARDSON. I don’t know if AASHTO has, but I do believe
that that is being tracked as part of the reporting that we are
doing either to the Federal Highway Administration or to GAO or
to someone like that. So that is being tracked.

We always track that, frankly, on all of our projects. We track
the percentage that we have achieved, and that data is out there
for that related to the Recovery Act. I don’t have that number in
my head, but it is available.

Mr. CUMMINGS. All right. Thank you.

Mr. Freeman, have other States provided principal forgiveness,
as you have done, to your knowledge?

Mr. FREEMAN. Mr. Cummings, yes. All States have used the prin-
cipal—the ARRA funds that went to Clean Water State Revolving
Funds required a minimum of 50 percent be provided as principal
forgiveness.

Each State has done that a little differently. In our State, we
have affordability criteria; and we have used some State funds in
the past to deal with affordability problems. That is where we di-
rected most of our principal forgiveness funds. I think that is a
similar experience with other States, but each State has—and that
is kind of the strength of the Clean Water State Revolving Fund,
is that each State has some flexibility to design the criteria and the
procedures to best fit their needs.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Do you know what has been the experience of
other States with that process? Do you have any idea?

Mr. FREEMAN. I don’t have the numbers from other States. I
know that all States did meet the 1-year—the requirement to have
the funds under contract and under construction within the 1-year
period of time and, as part of that, had met all of the principal for-
giveness requirements as well.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Now, is this something you have done in the
past?

Mr. FREEMAN. With some State programs, we have provided
some additional subsidy for communities that have affordability
problems. We have found that, for smaller communities in par-
ticular, the costs for wastewater treatment infrastructure can eas-
ily go over $50, $60, $70 a month per household. At that rate, com-
munities just can’t afford to move ahead with projects without



23

some additional subsidies, so we have done that with some State
funds. The principal forgiveness through the ARRA funding gives
us another tool and a significant share of those funds to be able
to meet those needs.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Miller, you indicate in your testimony that
you used 10 percent of your allocated Recovery Act funds for a one-
timde? operating assistance infusion; is that right? Is that what you
said?

Mr. MiLLER. That is right.

Mr. CuMMINGS. What will happen to your operating budget when
this infusion is no longer available?

Mr. MiLLER. Well, Mr. Cummings, that is a very good question.
You know, we are hopeful that the economy will start to improve
and that some of our other sources of revenue will improve, but we
certainly would be supportive of additional authorizations to use
some of our other Federal funds or additional stimulus dollars,
should they be allocated in the same way.

Mr. CUMMINGS. You also indicated that you have purchased new
buses with the Recovery Act funds; is that right?

Mr. MILLER. That is right.

Mr. CuUMMINGS. I know that purchases have been common with
recovery funds. You said that you have taken delivery of your new
buses, but have other transit agencies experienced delays in getting
buses, given the large number of orders that they have placed? Do
you know?

Mr. MILLER. I mean, I have heard that we are very lucky in that
we have already received the delivery just 2 weeks ago of our buses
and that some other transit systems have not received theirs. But,
you know, even under normal times, it takes a year to a year and
a half to deliver buses. So I have not heard of any particularly long
delays in receiving buses, and they are already out on the streets,
driving around Des Moines, Iowa, right now.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Finally, let me just ask you, Mr. Wright—I just
have two questions, and then the chairman will take over.

Mr. Wright, what are the trends in State transportation budgets
in 2010? Are the States able to afford to maintain their existing
syste{)ns or is even maintenance suffering in this economic environ-
ment?

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Cummings, the State I am most familiar with
is Tennessee, and their program has evolved into, basically, a
maintenance-only program. They have almost no funding available
for new capacity.

Mr. CUMMINGS. So they are just basically maintaining?

Mr. WRIGHT. That is right.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Are there any specific changes to the metropoli-
tan planning process that you are advocating for, say, the next re-
authorization?

Mr. WRIGHT. I would encourage anything you can do to simplify
the process. It takes too long to get a project from creation to con-
tract where we actually begin to work on it.

Mr. CuMmMINGS. Well, I will tell you—and I know he will tell you
about this—our chairman has been trying to figure out how to do
that, how we can go about doing what you just said. It has not
been easy, but we are trying to figure it out. With the reauthoriza-
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tion he is proposing, I think you will be pleased with some of the
things in there because it goes a long way towards what you are
talking about.

Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. [presiding.] To extend the conversation you just
had with Mr. Cummings, the chairman of our Subcommittee on the
Coast Guard, we established in this bill that has been reported
from Subcommittee an Office of Project Expediting in the Federal
Highway and the Federal Transit Administration.

It is intolerable that it takes 3 years to do, under current law,
a simple mill and overlay, go over and ground the surface of a
roadway, reprocess it, and put it back in place, or that it takes 14
years from idea to ridership for a transit project. That is way too
long. Bond issues run out. Costs escalate. There have been some
experiences of up to 50 percent cost increases over the time of a
transit project. That is just intolerable.

We have to end this sequential process of endless reviews and
turn that on its side and have these reviews done concurrently
with the transformation we spell out in this legislation and craft
for the future of transportation—do those reviews concurrently, be
able to do transit projects, new starts and extensions of existing op-
erations in 3 years instead of 14 years.

The system we have today is new starts, slow starts, and no
starts. That is not serving the needs of transportation or reducing
congestion in America’s major metropolitan areas. We have to move
much faster and put people to work and projects under way much
faster, and we will do that with this legislation.

The ARTBA has made a great contribution to our process, to the
legislative language. Mr. Luane has been like a Marine Corps drill
sergeant in helping us get this done. So, yes, we are very keen to
get this bill moving again.

We reported this document from Subcommittee in June of 2009.
Unfortunately, the Senate thought they needed 18 months. The ad-
ministration said they wanted 18 months. I said that delay is the
enemy of progress. That is way too long. We have to move fast.

In the stimulus, AASHTO, transit agencies, the contractor com-
munity, the Associated General Contractors, the Road and Trans-
portation Builders, the building trades, and the truck drivers have
all shown that, given deadlines, they can perform. They can meet
those deadlines. They can put people to work and projects under
way in much shorter time frames than we have done in the past.
So we are taking those lessons and incorporating them into the fu-
ture of transportation, but we also need a follow-on to the stimulus.

There are 30 States that have notified this Committee that they
will be unable to provide their full 20 percent match under the 80-
20 Federal-aid Highway Program because the revenues are down,
because their tax revenues are down, because their gas tax reve-
nues are down. Those 30 States represent 70 percent of the popu-
lation of the United States.

The Associated General Contractors did a survey of their top 400
firms, and they came back to the Committee with a report that,
when the stimulus runs out, they expect to have 40 to 50 percent
layoffs because the private sector financing for what the trade calls
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the “vertical projects” isn’t coming back. Investors simply are not
making the investments that they were making.

Knife River told me last year that, in 2007 and 2008, nearly 80
percent of their work was in the private sector—is that right, Ms.
Fisk?

Ms. Fisk. I believe it is close to that number, yes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. —by last summer. Because of the deterioration of
the economy, the financial meltdown, most of those general con-
tractors were doing 60-plus percent of the work in the public sector.
But we have to sustain the existing jobs and investments and carry
that so that the rest of the economy can catch up and so that the
private-sector investments that had been made in the past can con-
tinue to be made in the future. We need to get through this sum-
mer. I think this one more summer of stimulus will set the stage
and move the country forward.

Unfortunately, while we passed our legislation to fully fund the
States’ 20 percent share of the Federal highway program in Decem-
ber, the Senate has not done that. They have only passed the ex-
tension of current law through the end of this fiscal year and 3 ad-
ditional months. That is not sufficient. That is not a good service
to the country. Every witness that we have had over these past 12
months of hearings has said we need an additional investment in
transportation and other infrastructure projects to carry us
through until the private sector has made its recovery and then we
will see a return. Meanwhile, we have got permanent investments
and improvements for the future of our transportation system and
our wastewater treatment system.

Now, Mr. Freeman, you and Terry Coleman have done out-
standing work, as I said, at the outset. You are 25-year profes-
sionals. You have been at this program for a long time. What les-
sons learned from the stimulus would you offer for the Committee
that we can apply to the future of the State Revolving Loan Fund
that has already passed the House but that, again, is awaiting ac-
tion in the Senate?

Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for those kind words.

The Clean Water State Revolving Funds, of course, are unique
in that, first of all, these are cities that are building these projects,
and we are providing the financing rather than doing direct con-
tracting. The Clean Water Revolving Funds operate from a com-
prehensive priority list, so there are always projects in the pipeline
that are in various stages of development. The fact that these are
revolving loan funds rather than straight grants means there is an
ongoing stream of repayments. The money is always revolving, so
projects are continually moving through the processing, being fund-
ed, and the additional Federal capital and State matching funds
allow us to leverage those funds and to generate additional lending
capacity.

But the key, I think, is that, for the cities that are developing
these projects and moving them through the process, they need
steady and predictable funding. They need to know the money will
be there when their projects are ready, and they need to have a
clear sense of what the requirements will be. So we are very much
in favor of the proposed reauthorization of the program.
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We are a little troubled with the 2010 appropriation, because it
imposed some additional requirements that were not predictable
and became somewhat disruptive and difficult for the cities that
were already in the pipeline, for projects that were already bid and,
in some cases, already under construction. So that is a difficult way
to fund the process, and certainly a reauthorization bill that will
again restore kind of the predictability and the steady funding for
the program will be—you know, we are very much supportive of
that, and we appreciate your efforts on that, and we will do any-
thing we can to help.

Mr. OBERSTAR. How were you able to manage the balance of loan
funds with grant funds? The SRF is a loan program. We provided
part of the funds as grant money and part as loan funds, and you
were able to—not just you but your agency was able to leverage
those dollars to create more funding, including State funds appro-
priated by the Minnesota legislature, and you were able to leverage
those into a significantly greater investment than what otherwise
would have been the case. What did you do? You had some creative
financing going.

Mr. FREEMAN. Mr. Chairman, Minnesota is one. I think there are
approximately 35 or so States that operate their Clean Water Re-
volving Funds as leveraged programs.

In simple terms, what that means is we are using the Federal
capitalization funds and the State match as kind of the seed money
and then selling, in the case of Minnesota, our AAA-rated revenue
bonds. They are not backed by the State. They are Minnesota Pub-
lic Facilities Authority bonds. They are backed by the repayment
stream of all the loans that we had made previously.

So using that leveraging ability allows us to give a larger num-
ber of projects on the priority list kind of the green light to move
through the engineering design work, the approval process, and
then we can have the money available when their projects are
ready rather than those projects waiting for us to tell them, okay,
now you can start. They are always moving and always developing
those projects, and we are able to use our leveraging to have the
money available when they need it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Do other States have a rating system such as the
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority? If I recall rightly, you
ranked the projects 1 through 263 on the wastewater treatment
side and 1 through—what was it?—112 or 113 on the drinking
water side. By need locally, by the readiness to go to bid and by
the local financing capability in place, are there other States that
have similar rating systems?

Mr. FREEMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. All States operate from that
priority list. That is part of the requirement and the framework of
both the clean water and drinking water State Revolving Funds.

In our case—and, actually, those numbers have increased quite
a bit since, I think, the last time we provided you a list. We now
have over 280 projects on the clean water list for about $2.1 billion.
The drinking water list, I think, has close to 300 projects as well.
So the needs are certainly there.

We rank those projects—actually, we don’t. Our partners with
the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency ranks those clean water
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projects based on environmental and public health factors, so that
is the ranking that we follow.

Then we work with communities to identify the ones that have
completed the preliminary planning work and will be ready to go
to construction, and that is the list that we take then and develop
the intended use plan from so that all of those cities know, if they
get to reach a certain point where the planning is done, they can
then move on, and we will put them in a fundable range on our
intended use plan and have the money available when their
projects are ready.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Very good.

In our reauthorization of the State Revolving Loan Fund pro-
gram, we require States to develop management plans and the
ranking of projects and to develop a long-range program of invest-
ment. In using the criteria that you just cited, we hope that the
Senate will act on that legislation, which is a $15 billion authoriza-
tion over the next 5 years. I think it is far less than what the Na-
tion needs, but it is responsible funding, and we know that it will
be fully offset.

Ms. Richardson, in the Surface Transportation Program, we had
a two-part requirement for projects to get under way in 90 days
and others in 120 days. Initially, the State DOT said, oh, that will
be too difficult for us to meet. But, in the end, all State DOTs have
far exceeded their original—they have underestimated their own
ability to perform.

Now, what lessons are there to be drawn for the future of trans-
portation from your stimulus experience?

Ms. RICHARDSON. Well, a couple come to mind based on your
comments.

One, I think that we cannot underestimate how much work there
is that needs to be done in the transportation infrastructure in this
country. So when we go to States and other jurisdictions and say,
what projects do you have, there is a considerable backlog and a
lot of needs out there. So I think that there will always be a pool
of very good projects for us to choose from, whether it is from our
regular funding or from any special funding.

The second lesson is the one that you highlight, and that is
maybe we underestimated our own abilities a little bit. But, you
know, you are always concerned when you hear time frames like
that because we are used to longer time frames, but I think, when
asked to change our paradigm and look at things a little dif-
ferently, we all were able to come through and deliver in that type
of time frame. The 120 days to obligation, everybody met.

I know, as there were discussions about a follow-along stimulus
in the jobs bill, there was concern that that had language in it that
said 90 days to contract, but, in fact, when we did the survey of
States to find out what other ready-to-go projects were out there
and when we identified over 9,800 projects at $80 billion, I am told
that somewhere around half of those could actually get to contract
within 90 days.

So I think we have learned that we can—with the pent-up de-
mand that is out there and with the kind of work that needs to be
done just to preserve this system from crumbling, there is certainly
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enough work out there that we could do it quickly, whether it is
120 days to obligation or 90 days to contract.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, those are important lessons learned.

The Office of Project Expediting that we will include in this bill
that has been already reported from Subcommittee will take those
lessons learned and apply them and expedite the process so that
we are not doing multiple reviews in sequence that delay project
delivery. It is not to set aside any environmental concern or other
permitting requirements of a host of government agencies. Town-
ships and sewer boards and the Environmental Protection Agency
and the National Trust for Historic Preservation all have a permit
responsibility, but they can be done concurrently rather than se-
quentially.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Absolutely.

In fact, when we looked at that in our State in the past decade,
we termed it the “can do” process, “can do.” It was to do exactly
that, to see where in our process we could have things running in
parallel, rather than sequentially, so that we would take consider-
able chunks of time out of that lengthy process.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, that is where we want to go for the future.

Now, what is the situation in Iowa? I mentioned 30 States have
notified the Committee. JTowa was one of those. Are your highway
funding prospects looking better or the same as earlier this year?

Ms. RICHARDSON. Well, I think that, like all States, the economy,
of course, is affecting our revenue streams, and both in terms of—
our revenue at the State level comes from fuel taxes and then also
fees and new vehicles purchased, on their registration fees and
some fees at the time of purchase. When the economy is not as
strong, people are not buying as many vehicles nor driving them
as much, so we certainly have a lag in our revenues from what we
were projecting.

I believe that our legislature, at the State level, 2 years ago took
on the hard task of looking for additional State revenue, and it
passed a piece of legislation called TIME-21, which is bringing
more revenue at the State level into the transportation fund, the
Road Use Tax Fund. It is just that that is ramping up over about
7 or 8 years. So our legislature has put in place something that will
bring some additional State funds in gradually over the next few
years, and I think that will help us continue to have enough match
for Federal funds. But it is touch and go, and there are other
States in which it certainly is already a problem.

Mr. OBERSTAR. That is why we need to get this bill passed

Ms. RICHARDSON. I agree.

Mr. OBERSTAR. —and the long-term funding mechanism——

Ms. RICHARDSON. Yes, I could not agree more.

Mr. OBERSTAR. —and an additional, maybe, 6-month stimulus
but also significantly more revenue.

In this legislation, we expressly prohibited project-specific des-
ignations known as “high-priority projects.” Each State has a rank-
ing process that they have followed. So you made selections of
projects based on readiness—that is, meeting the criteria of the
Act, which is through right-of-way acquisition, the environmental
impact statement completed, the design and engineering down to
final design, ready to go to bid, provided the money was available.
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Is that essentially the process that Iowa has used and that other
States have used?

Ms. RICHARDSON. Yes.

Of course, there were other criteria that we paid attention to. For
example, economically distressed areas and making sure we identi-
fied those, and we tried to overlay that on our selection process as
well as making sure that we had a good blend of projects geo-
graphically, urban and rural. I think all States paid attention to
those things. They were in the bill.

We are very fortunate in Iowa that the process we traditionally
use, that we were able to use for the Recovery Act, is one that is
very collaborative with our local partners—the metropolitan plan-
ning organizations and the regional planning agencies. We already
work in concert with them, and they help identify projects. We try
to have a little bit more local input into helping to define some of
the projects. That process serves us very well, and it was what, I
thought, helped Iowa really jump the gun and get going very quick-
ly because we had already talked with those local partners. They
had helped identify priority projects.

We had all of ours at the State level, and that meant that we
had that priority list of projects ready to go when you passed the
bill. We would be in the same situation before. We have already
done that. In case there is another stimulus, we have made sure
we have got that priority list all ready to go.

Mr. OBERSTAR. That is wonderful. That is very encouraging. Of
every State DOT director I have to talked to—and I have had con-
versations with at least half, maybe more than half—30 of them
are in the same situation.

Mr. Miller, prior to the stimulus funding, what was the average
age of your fleet?

Mr. MILLER. Chairman Oberstar, like all of the systems, I have
had a very old fleet. I think the average was somewhere around 9
years, with the typical bus lasting 12. We are just very thankful
for the stimulus dollars, because, with those, combined with the an-
nual appropriations, our regular Federal dollars, we were able to
buy, in this one order that is arriving this month, a sixth of our
fleet or replace about 80 percent of our buses that were over their
useful life. It has been fantastic.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Do those new buses provide more passenger ca-
pacity?

Mr. MILLER. Not necessarily more passenger capacity, but they
break down on the side of the highway, which affects our——

Mr. OBERSTAR. Better reliability.

Mr. MILLER. They break down, certainly, one-fifth as often or
they cost half as much to maintain as those older buses. So, yes,
they are a real boon to our system.

Mr. OBERSTAR. So, just as on the highway side where we are re-
placing pavement and are making a better ride and drive for peo-
ple, on the transit side, there is better equipment, a lower cost to
operate, and a longer service life for the equipment.

Mr. MILLER. Not to mention the environmental benefits, the
cleaner engines—and we even have the hybrid bus. So the newer
buses are beneficial in that area, too.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Terrific. Thank you.
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Mr. Wright, does the future of funding give you concern—that is,
what I cited a moment ago about the general contractors being con-
cerned that the private sector investments are not recovering as all
would have liked and the funding continuing and perhaps even
winding down from some of the stimulus by the middle of summer.
Wéle}?t is the outlook from the contractor’s side, from the ARTBA
side?

Mr. WRIGHT. It is exactly like what you described earlier. My
company’s balance of private versus public work has gone from 50/
50 to probably 80/20 now, you know, 80 percent being public work.
The short term with the Federal Transportation bill not being—you
know, being extended and extended and extended, you know, it
gives us no faith or no belief that the workload is there. So we have
not bought any equipment in the last couple of years.

You know, our capital investment is just down dramatically. It
has gone from the ability to plan your work, looking ahead, to just
reactionary to what was absolutely required. When you have a 6-
month extension, it is hard to go make a 6-year investment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. That has Caterpillar worried, and it has the other
equipment manufacturers concerned.

It is a matter of concern and an astonishment to me that this
time last year the United States had developed a new export prod-
uct—used construction equipment. We were filling up containers,
shipping backhoes and D-4 and D-8 cats and front-end loaders to
China and India where they were making investments in their
stimulus programs.

China has committed 9 percent of its gross domestic product to
stimulus, $540 billion limited to highway, port, airport, rail, and
wastewater treatment projects. They are on track to complete an
820-mile rail line from Beijing to Shanghai, which is the distance
from Boston to Richmond on the East Coast of the United States—
822 miles. You will be able to travel that distance in 4 hours with
220-mile-an-hour, steel-on-steel passenger rail. They have made
the investment in it, and this time next year there will be full rid-
ership. That is between two megalopolises of 12 million people in
Beijing and 16 million in Shanghai.

The European community has committed $1.4 trillion over a 20-
year period to upgrade its aviation, water, passenger rail, and high-
way infrastructure, including building a canal to link the North
Sea to the Black Sea. That is 2,000 miles across the heart of Eu-
rope to move goods more efficiently and more effectively with less
of an environmental impact and at a lower cost to shippers and
consumers.

We are just falling behind. Their plan includes an additional
7,200 miles of high-speed passenger rail line in Europe. President
Obama put up $8 billion for passenger rail in this country, but it
is a drop in the bucket compared to what the European community
is doing in addition to their already extensive and successful pro-
gram. So here we come back to the point: Other countries have
made these investments. They are stimulating their economies.
They are having great short-term as well as long-term investment
impacts.

Now, you mentioned your concern about buying equipment. What
amortization period do you have to look at as a contractor for, you
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know, these pieces of equipment that I mentioned that are not in-
expensive? You don’t just buy it on your credit card. You have got
to figure out how you are going to pay for that long term, right?

Mr. WRIGHT. You don’t put a $1 million crane on your credit
card. We amortize most of our stuff on about 60 months, so it is
approximately the life of the highway bill.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Very interesting. So you really want to see a
longer-term investment and greater stability and a continuity of
funding?

Mr. WRIGHT. Absolutely, sir.

Just this week, there was a conversation in my office about
should we buy two machines or should we rent them. We only have
90 days’ worth of work for them. It is hard to make a 5-year com-
mitment to that process when you cannot see any further than
that. With an appropriate bill in place, you would at least believe
you would have the opportunity to compete for a market that you
know is there, that would give you the faith to go ahead and pull
the trigger, for lack of a better way of saying it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. What we have seen also in this stimulus period
is that bids have been coming in 25 percent below original design
estimates because there is so much competition in the marketplace
and materials costs even have dropped in the U.S. during this re-
cession period. Was that your experience as well?

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes, sir, it is. There seems to be three to four times
as many bidders on projects as people move from the private sector
back to the public sector in their bidding process; and margins are
very, very low.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Now, Ms. de Rugy.

[conversing in French.]

Well, thank you very much for——

b Ms. DE RuGY. I am not sure my mom is as happy about this,
ut

Mr. OBERSTAR. We will translate this later for the reporters.

President Sarkozy will be in the United States shortly. He, too,
had a [French] Of $47 billion euros, which is roughly $60 billion,
and their recovery plan has created jobs, has stimulated the econ-
omy, and has moved France ahead. But you make a good deal of
reference in your testimony about party affiliation and political
variables. You must be talking about something other than the pro-
grams of our Committee.

Ms. DE RuGy. The way I looked at the numbers, I only—I mean,
I only used the data from Recovery.org, and I compared them to
other publicly available data, government data, and then I ran re-
gressions. The spending that I am talking about covers, you know,
some of the transportation money. So $10 billion exactly of that
data that I looked at was spent through the Department of Trans-
portation

Mr. OBERSTAR. But these correlations of party affiliation and po-
litical variables and so on would surely have to be happenstance
rather than deliberate?

Ms. DE RuGY. Well, the only thing I can tell you for sure is that,
when you look at the regressions, we can tell whether the district
is represented by a Democrat or a Republican matters for the fund-
ing. What I cannot tell you is how much this factor has influenced
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the decision compared to other factors, such as the formula or the
unemployment in the States, even though, actually, my findings
also find that the money does not seem to be allocated, guided, by
the level of unemployment in the district.

Mr. OBERSTAR. In our legislation, we specifically directed, as Ms.
Richardson said, that priority be given to areas of highest unem-
ployment as measured by the Economic Development Administra-
tion of the U.S. Department of Commerce, which has a map of the
United States by county in which EDA certifies the unemployment
level for each county and updates it monthly.

And we wanted those dollars to go to the areas of highest unem-
ployment, the areas of greatest economic distress. And, secondly,
we wanted an equitable distribution of dollars so that not all the
money would be used up in the major metropolitan areas, such as
Minneapolis-St. Paul or Chicago in Illinois or Los Angeles in Cali-
fornia. They could consume the State’s entire stimulus allocation in
one major metropolitan area; that would not be right.

And State departments of transportation are the ones who have
made those allocations and they have distributed the funds. And,
as Ms. Richardson said, they spent a good deal of time assuring
that projects went to the areas of highest unemployment.

So I would be very interested to see the backup details for your
analysis.

Ms. DE RuGY. Absolutely. All the data is available for download
at the Mercatus Web site exactly for that reason, because we want-
ed to be absolutely transparent about——

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes.

Ms. DE RuUGY. So we have put not only the data, the raw data,
but also the regression that we have used and the result of the
analysis.

What I can tell you is the data that we have used for unemploy-
ment—so we have used two sorts of data. The first report that we
did was for the first quarter of the money allocated. We used un-
employment level in the districts, and we found that there was no
correlation.

The second time around, actually informed by after talking with
a series of economists who just do econometrics all the time, they
suggested that a better measure and a better way to assess unem-
ployment level is to actually look at the variation of unemployment
between time to actually get not only a sense of the unemployment
level in absolute terms, but also how hit and hurt each given dis-
trict was by the recession.

And, again, we were using Bureau of Labor Statistics and Cen-
sus Bureau data. I mean, these are totally official data. And we,
again, no matter what type of unemployment indicator we use, we
find absolutely no correlation. In fact, if I remember correctly, the
coefficient that we used make it almost look as if it was done inten-
tionally to not, even though I know it is not the case.

But it is was quite stunning, because I assumed, considering the
rationale behind the stimulus bill, that we would find a strong cor-
relation. And we tested it many different ways. We used different
methods. And you can—actually, I would be happy—you don’t even
have to go to our Web site. I would be happy to even, like, send
it to you.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. That would be very helpful.

So you did this on the basis of congressional districts?

Ms. DE RuGy. Congressional districts, yeah.

Mr. OBERSTAR. My congressional district, for example, is the size
of the eastern seaboard from here to Connecticut.

Ms. DE Ruay. So we controlled for the size. That is what regres-
sion analysis do, is to control for the size.

Mr. OBERSTAR. And my district has the highest unemployment of
the whole State.

Ms. DE RuGy. But this is why we do regression analysis rather
than just comparing numbers, is because it controls for all the vari-
ation there could be.

Mr. OBERSTAR. And the funding in Minnesota is controlled by the
department of transportation under a Republican Governor, who, if
he were attempting to manipulate, would have avoided by district.
But that is clearly not the case. He did not put his hand into it.
He did not involve himself.

I don’t know of any other States where Governors have at-
tempted to—there is no evidence on the record that there has been
any manipulation.

Ms. DE RUGY. I am absolutely not judging intent. I am just look-
ing at facts. In fact, this report was done—and it is called
”Stimulus Facts”—to provide facts about the stimulus to you, Mem-
bers of Congress, so you could actually decide what is happening.

Mr. OBERSTAR. We would be concerned if there were any manipu-
lation at the State level of these funds.

Ms. DE RuGgYy. My data doesn’t look at intent. The only thing it
looks at is results. And, again, this data is based on the data we
found as reported by recipients of the awards and as posted on re-
covery.gov.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you. It is a very interesting correlation,
and I would like to receive the entire body of data.

Ms. DE RUGY. Absolutely. I would be happy.

Mr. OBERSTAR. And I will review it myself. Merci.

Ms. DE RuGY. Merci beaucoup, Mr. Chairman. I don’t know how
to say that——

Mr. OBERSTAR. [Speaking in French.]

Ms. DE RUGY. [Speaking in French.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. All right, after that love affair in French.

For the future of transportation funding, which has been the big
obstacle in getting this bill moving, from time immemorial—that is,
from 1956 forward—we have had the Federal Highway Trust Fund.
In 1956, the Congress enacted a 3-cent user fee. President Eisen-
hower signed the bill into law. Three cents in 1956 represented 10
percent of the cost of fuel, which was 30 cents a gallon.

In 1982, President Ronald Reagan signed a 5-cent increase in the
user fee. At the time, he said this 5 cents is budget-neutral; the
users of the system are paying for their use of that system. And
this 5 cents represents the equivalent of two shock absorbers in a
year on your car.

Fast-forward to 2009, and we have the President of the United
States who says, "I made a commitment in the campaign that I
wouldn’t raise your taxes,” we have Senators who say, "We can’t
raise taxes in time of a recession.”
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But, in 1958, the Bureau of Public Roads came back to the Con-
gress and said, “That 3 cents isn’t sufficient. We need another
penny increase in the user fee.” Congress passed it; this House
passed it on a voice vote. You can’t pass the prayer on a voice vote
today.

We need to revive that spirit of investment in America’s future,
just, as I cited a little bit ago, that the European community has
committed a $1.4 trillion for their future to remain competitive in
the world marketplace, as China is doing now, as Japan has done,
as India is doing with their Golden Triangle, a $25 billion highway
program.

And we have to move our goods more efficiently in this market-
place. Look, UPS did a survey of their operations nationwide. For
every 5-minute delay their trucks experience, they lose $100 mil-
lion in overtime charges, for costs for their truck drivers, in late de-
livery fees for their customers.

In the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area, an independent
group did a survey of the cost of congestion. Among the companies
studied was General Mills. They spend $692 million a year moving
their Wheaties and Betty Crocker goods to market. But for every
mile an hour their trucks travel below the speed limit, it costs
them $2 million in overtime charges to their drivers and late deliv-
ery fees for their customers.

There is a business cost to delay. Just try, anywhere in America,
to get a plumber who will be there between 8:00 and noon. Plumb-
ing contractors told us that they used to make eight or nine calls
a day; now they are doing four. That means their business is less
efficient. Because they can’t get through the congestion.

So we have to make these changes. We have to deliver projects
more expeditiously. We have to put people to work faster. We have
to get goods moving more efficiently. We do this with freight move-
ment corridors and a whole host of investments for major metro-
politan areas of the country. But we have to finance—we have to
have a $450 billion investment in America’s future of transpor-
tation, recommended by two independent national commissions.

So what I am proposing for consideration is an idea that I will
attribute to Mr. Basso of AASHTO, who many years ago worked on
this idea for AASHTO. And at the time, I said, “Jack, that won’t
work.” I have come back to him and said, “Jack, it has to work.”

It is a modification of a bonding proposal. We would direct—we,
the Congress, would direct the Treasury to deposit $130 billion in
bonds, Treasury bonds, into the Highway Trust Fund to be repaid
with revenues from the Highway Trust Fund out into the future.
And we would delay the repayment for the first, perhaps, 4 years,
giving the economy time to recover, at which time we would need
to increase the highway user fee, probably by 2014, 2015, and
begin repaying the Treasury bonds, capital and interest, at the
Treasury rate of interest. That would give us, with a baseline of
the current revenues into the trust fund, $450 billion over 6 years.

Mr. Wright, what do you think about that?

Mr. WRIGHT. I think it is a wonderful idea. Let’s get started.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I am hitting you cold. You haven’t had time to
see this or think it. But, from your perspective, a contractor, busi-
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ness operator, what do you think? Do you think it is a good, work-
able idea?

Mr. WRIGHT. It sounds workable to me, sir, yes. I would order
some equipment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

Mr. Wharton, what do you think here? You are on the firing line.

Mr. WHARTON. Well, Chairman Oberstar, I think that it is defi-
nitely needed. As I mentioned in my testimony, we see a cliff, and
unless there is a long-term solution, you know, there is going to be
a lot more people looking for work and a lot of businesses closing
down. So we need to act, and we need to act now.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Ms. Richardson, you are a practitioner at the
State level. What do you think? Is this workable? Can you work
within that framework?

Ms. RICHARDSON. Well, Chairman Oberstar, if you and Jack
Basso say it is workable, I would hate to argue with either of you,
the two of you together.

It certainly sounds interesting. I have not heard that discussed
and haven’t thought a lot about it. The idea of waiting 3 or 4 years
for the economy to recover would be an appealing part of it, you
know, would allow to appeal to some of the dissenters, in terms of
increasing funding.

I guess one of the other questions would be, is 15 or 20 cents
going to be enough? But you guys have done the math.

So I think it is very intriguing, very intriguing.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, this is the first time it has been discussed
in an open forum. I have tried it out on small groups here and
there and economists.

Ms. Fisk, Mr. Luna, what do you think about the future of trans-
portation?

Ms. Fisk. Mr. Oberstar, Chairman, I believe that transportation
is the backbone of United States. The Eisenhower system, set forth
back then, really put the plantation down for us. And I think we
need to move forward. And I think your bill, or proposal, there ac-
tually could very well work, and I support it. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

And, Florentino, mi amigo, go ahead, please. Do you think we
need to make this kind of investment in the future of transpor-
tation?

Mr. LUNA. Yes, it is necessary for everybody, for business.

Mr. OBERSTAR. And if you had to spend another 10 or 15 cents
on gasoline every time you filled up, knowing that it makes it pos-
sible to make the investment in a transportation system that will
create employment opportunities, do you think it is worth it?

Mr. LUNA. Yes, we have to.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

Jeff Freeman, we don’t fund the wastewater treatment system
like we do surface transportation, but, just as a consumer of the
system, what do you think?

Mr. FREEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I think it sounds like a very inno-
vative idea. And, you know, actually, that is, tying it back to what
I know more about, with the clean water revolving fund and waste-
water financing, that was really—the key to the success of the pro-
gram is it is an innovative and, sort of, a different approach to how
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financing is being done for municipal wastewater treatment, set-
ting up these revolving funds and using then the ability to leverage
money. And, you know, in that way, I think your proposal is simi-
lar. And I am all for it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

Madame Rugy, you are an economist, I take it.

Ms. DE RUGY. Yes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. What do you think?

Ms. DE Ruagy. I think that the government doesn’t have any
money, and, as you have mentioned, each time the government
spends money, it needs to take it somewhere in the economy. And
it makes it very hard to actually measure the return, the true re-
turn on investment of the dollars invested by the government.

Fifteen cents, you know, might not seem like a lot to you, to me.
This 15 cents is on top of the dramatic increase in gasoline prices
that we have seen certainly in the last 10 years. So, sure, it is a
marginal increase. But, more importantly, I really think that, you
know, measuring the return on investment that we make is—I
mean, just let me give you an example.

I mean, measuring the performance of government action by how
much it spends seems to me like the wrong measure of things.
Like, I can go to the grocery store and spend $100. What matters
is not so much that I have spent $100, but it is what I have bought
with it, right? Whether, with this, I have been able to actually buy
enough food to actually feed my family, and not just with junk but
with things that are actually good for them.

And I feel very often in all the conversations that go on is that
unfortunately the performance of the government is measured
more by how much it spends than compared to how much it pro-
duces. Even when we talk about how many jobs were created, not
to mention that it is extremely hard to actually measure, as I have
said in my oral testimony, but very often these measures are very
arbitrary, and they don’t really quite look at how much economic
growth has been produced. So, for instance, you can spend govern-
ment dollars to create a job to dig a hole and create another job
to fill this hole. Has this created economic growth? Maybe. Maybe
not.

And T think it would be—you have talked a lot about account-
ability. It would be very, very, very important to actually think
very, very hard about how we can better measure the return on
government dollars, our dollars. Because, again, for the govern-
ment to be able to spend money, it needs to either tax it, borrow
it, or print it. And all of these things have consequences for us who
live in America.

Mr. OBERSTAR. In the surface transportation program, however,
as in our aviation program we have an Aviation Trust Fund, we
have the Highway Trust Fund. The revenues collected at the gas
pump do not go into the general Treasury of the Federal Govern-
ment, they are deposited into the Highway Trust Fund, and the
U.S. Treasury pays interest on those revenues deposited in the
trust fund, and they are allocated and reserved only for highway
and transit funding according to the formulas set forth by the Con-
gress.
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In 1956 our gross domestic product was $345 billion. Today it is
$13 trillion. In 1956 there was one car per household. That car
drove on average 6,000 miles a year. Today we have, on average,
three cars per household that are driving 15,000 miles each. We
had 1 million trucks in America in 1956. We have over 7 million
trucks on our highways today.

Our economy depends on mobility, on movement of people and
goods. The Interstate Highway System and the National Highway
System that which the Interstate is now included, have been the
fundamental reasons for which our economy has expanded at the
rate that it has grown.

And we can track these figures with the annual reports of the
Texas Transportation Institute that measures the cost of conges-
tion. In the 75 major metropolitan areas of this country, congestion
last year cost those metropolitan areas $86 billion. People are
spending a week longer in their cars than they would if they could
drive at posted highway speeds. They are buying four and five
tanks of gasoline more than they would if they could drive at post-
ed highway speeds. They are also experiencing higher maintenance
costs on their vehicles because the road surface is in such poor con-
dition that they are buying more shock absorbers and more tires
and more other equipment for their vehicles.

Where we improve the roadway, where we make it more efficient
and safer and save lives, we are improving our economy. The High-
way Trust Fund is different from other government investments is
what I am saying, and so with the aviation program.

Ms. DE Rucy. Can I add something?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes.

Ms. DE RuGY. I am not a transportation expert, but I have read
a lot of reports about transportation funding. And I remember in
particular a pretty groundbreaking report produced by the Urban
Institute in 2004, I believe, where they actually looked at the eco-
nomic literature on transportation spending and acknowledged that
for a very, very long—in fact, economists agreed that investments
in transportation was essential to economic growth for exactly the
reason that you have talked about it, and that it had become not
clear at all anymore. We seemed to have hit a threshold.

However, maybe there are other ways to do everything you want
to do, such as actually making the consumer pay more of the cost
of the roads they are using. For instance, I will give you an exam-
ple in France. The A-14 highway, which is a privately owned high-
way in Paris, that goes out on the west to Rouen and Caen and
all these, it is privately funded and it has a fee; and it actually
makes a profit and has actually allowed massive decongestion of
the Parisian highway system, in particular on Fridays and week-
ends, Sunday, when people want to come in and out of the city.

So maybe there is something to be said to actually look at France
for this. And this is not a government solution. Obviously it was
facilitated by the government that allowed, but it was privately—
it is privately owned and it is actually working. Obviously a choice
is given to people to pay that fee which is pretty expensive, but
what it does. It actually allows to reduce the congestion on other
roads. And that is where my expertise ends.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. Same with the bridge in the south of France to
Spain, massive, I have seen the video of the building of that beau-
tiful structure, massive structure, but that was funded by tolls. Toll
system.

Ms. DE RUGY. So maybe you have to look outside of the way

Mr. OBERSTAR. In fact we do that in this bill. We provide in our
program for metropolitan mobility and access an array of funds for
those 75 major metropolitan areas of the country who have the
worst congestion, to use tax credit bonds, tax-exempt bonds, public-
private partnerships, design-build authority, congestion pricing,
tolling, but only for new capacity, not tolling existing roadways
that have already been paid for by the users, and provide those
metropolitan areas new financial tolling, new financial capabilities,
as I said, and include tolling as you have suggested, because those
are unique situations.

But we are not going to allow tolling of the Interstate Highway
System. It has already been built and paid for.

Ms. DE RuGY. I was talking about something else.

N Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes. New capacity that is also a need that we
ave.

Ms. DE Ruay. It is also possible that if you allow—if there is a
profit to be made—and I believe that in cities that are very highly
congested there is a gigantic profit to be made by a private devel-
oper—that they would make it independent of government bonds or
incentives and that would save taxpayers’ money.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The California legislature approved a toll author-
ity for a private contractor under bidding process to build, as they
proposed, two lanes of highway, California 90. The tolling company
won the bid. They built 20 miles of this roadway and set the tolls,
but few people used it. The tolling company was on the verge of
bankruptcy.

The State, however, was experiencing increasing congestion on
the adjoining State highways with rising fatalities and injuries. So
the State proposed to build two additional lanes of freeway in that
corridor. The tolling authority sued the State because they had pro-
vision in the State legislative authorizing bill for exclusivity in the
corridor, no competition from any other source. The State of Cali-
fornia wound up acquiring the tolling authority and building two
additional lane miles of roadway and retired the tolls and contin-
ued the roadway. So not in all situations does tolling succeed. But
there is an appropriate place for it in the future of transportation
and we provide for it in this legislation.

Ms. DE Rucy. Maybe the fact that this private company was
guaranteed no competition had to do—led to actually this company
not to do the best job it could.

Mr. OBERSTAR. No. The tolls were too high. That was the conclu-
sion.

Mr. Miller, for the future of transportation, we provided funding
in this bill. Mr. Cummings asked you the question, What happens
when the authority to use capital account moneys for operating ex-
pense—in our legislation, we provide authority for up to 10 percent
of your capital account for smaller systems to use in their operating
account and only 5 percent for the larger systems. There is consid-
erable tension within the transit community over that provision.
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What do you, what thoughts do you have, not necessarily per-
centage, but what is the balance, what is the proper balance here
between operating account and capital account?

Mr. MiLLER. Well, Mr. Oberstar, it certainly is a challenging
question for transit because, as you know, most of the smaller sys-
tems who have the ability to use all of their Federal funds for oper-
ations, at least all of—most of the smaller systems in Iowa under
200,000 do use all of their money to offset local funding. Des
Moines is an area over 200,000, so we cannot use our regular funds
for operations, only capital, and we are saving jobs with the great
ability to use 10 percent of our stimulus dollars.

Moving forward, certainly again, like some of the other folks
have testified, there is a cliff; these are one-time funding and we
are not sure exactly how we are going to be able to handle it mov-
ing forward. We would certainly be supportive of a limited ability
to use some of our Federal funds for options in another stimulus
bill should that become available or longer term.

Mr. OBERSTAR. This is part of the tension within our surface
transportation program. At the beginning of the year, the first 15
years of the Interstate Highway Program, the Federal funds were
provided for capital account for construction. Only in the late, or
only in the mid-seventies did Interstate maintenance become a cat-
egory of funding.

The principle was the Federal Government from with the High-
way Trust Fund would provide 90 percent of the cost of building
this new system of roadways—divided, access controlled, super-
highways—and the States would then maintain it. But as the
Interstate aged—and it is 1 percent of the highway mileage of the
entire United States, it carries 26 percent of the traffic, of the vehi-
cle miles traveled, go on our Interstate—it began to wear down.

And, reluctantly, the Congress provided a limited amount of
funding for Interstate maintenance that eventually grew to larger
numbers as, on average, 15 percent of the Interstate needs to be
rebuilt almost every year in order to keep pace with the growing
demands on the system and the deterioration of the bridges. Half
of the bridges of this country were built in the 1960s with Inter-
state Highway funds.

So similarly with the transit. The original concept was Federal
partnership with transit agencies would be to provide the capital
to acquire the equipment, and the local entity would maintain it,
and generally that was a 50/50 proposition. In some cases it is a
little bit higher.

We are moving into—we are now firmly in the post- Interstate
era of transportation. We are in an intermodal era, long overdue,
but now thinking intermodally, and so it is appropriate I think to
provide some Federal—some level of Federal funding for transit op-
erations. But we are still— it is still an open question of just how
much that should be.

We have set some goals in this legislation, but that will be a con-
tinuing dialogue. So I urge you and APTA to think more about that
subject matter and help us move forward.

Mr. MILLER. Yes. As I mentioned in my testimony, when I was
out at public meetings these last few months, talking about our
service reductions we were going to have to make because of the
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drop in the economy, it was a very tough question to answer: Why
are you buying buses and spending all this capital money and why
can’t you save my route?

And it is a tough question to answer to anybody, to explain that
that is how we have to do it. So yes, as we are moving forward,
I think there needs to be a balance.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Exactly. In the stimulus we thought long and
hard about that issue. And Bev Scott, the director of the Atlanta
system, says it doesn’t make sense, on the one hand, for you to pro-
vide us funds to buy new buses and for us, on the other hand, to
lay off drivers of existing buses in the system. So give us some
flexibility to keep the existing system operating as well as replace
our fleet and make it more more efficient and reduce our cost of
operation.

Well, all of you have been very thoughtful and very contributory
in your responses and you have helped shape a view of the stim-
ulus up to this point.

My judgment is, it is doing what we intended; 1,200,000 jobs cre-
ated, and more to come; 35,000 lane miles of highway improvement
improved; 1,200 bridges restored, replaced, rebuilt; over 10,000
transit vehicles acquired. That has created jobs in the production
sector building those buses, building those rail cars. And we are
seeing the effects all reverberate throughout our economy. We need
to sustain it. We need to continue it. And I thank all of you who
have made your contributions.

Madam de Rugy, [speaking in French] And everyone else, you
only get it in English. Thank you very much for your testimony.
Keep up your great work, each in your respective ways.

For those who are on the front lines, Ms. Fisk, Mr. Luna, keep
driving, keep building.

The Committee is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:10 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF
THE HONORABLE RUSS CARNAHAN (MO-03)
HOUSE TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE

Hearing on
Recovery Act: Progress Report for Highway, Transit, and Wastewater Infrastructure
Formula Investments

March 26, 2010

Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Member Mica, thank you for holding this hearing to examine
the progress on implementing the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and specifically
programs under the Committee’s jurisdiction.

Since the beginuing of the recession in December 2007, the construction sector has lost close to
two million jobs, which is the highest of any industrial sector. The Recovery Act invested
approximately $38 billion in our aging infrastructure. To date 12,545 infrastructure projects are
underway across the country, which have created or sustained 350,000 direct jobs. Total
employment, including direct. indirect, and induced jobs, reaches nearly 1.2 million jobs. Inmy
home state of Missouri, approxirmately 714,702 job hours have been created or sustained in the
transportation sector with the Recovery Act investment.

In addition to creating and sustaining family-wage jobs in the consiruction sector, the Recovery
Act has taken steps to address our country’s long-term infrastructure needs. Specitically. in my
home state of Missouri this critical funding has enabled 1.415 miles to be improved and nineteen
bridges to be replaced or improved.

I was especially happy to see the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act included a historic
investment to develop a nationwide program of high-speed rail intercity passenger rail service.
This grant funding secured by Missouri will allow them to make critical improvements to the rail
line between St. Louis and Kansas City so that rail travel between our two largest cities is a
viable transportation option.

In closing, { want to thank our witnesses for joining us today and t look forward to your
testimony.

2 Caak
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The Full Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

“Recovery Act: Progress Report for Highway, Transit, and Wastewater Infrastructure Formula
Investments”

March 26, 2010

I am pleased to be here today to hear testimony from our distinguished guests about the
progress and success of the Recovery Act.

The Recovery Act has had a significant impact on communities throughout the country
and in my district of Memphis, Tennessee. Thousands of Americans have maintained their jobs
and thousands more have gone back to work for the first time in years. The Recovery Act has
made a crucial down payment on repairing our crumbling infrastructure but much more work
needs to be done. This problem became all too real for Memphians this week as antiquated
infrastructure in my district failed and caused the busiest interstate in the city to come to a
screeching halt. On Wednesday afternoon a sinkhole began forming in the middle of 1-240 due
to a failure in a water line buried under the expressway. Over the next 24 hours, the sinkhole
grew to more than 16 feet deep and 20 feet wide. Fortunately and remarkably nobody was
seriously injured, but commerce throughout the city and region was severely disrupted.

As a nation, we can no longer afford to use transportation infrastructure without investing
in its future. We need another jobs bill that has a major transportation infrastructure component.
And we need to pass a long term surface transportation authorization that creates a transportation
system for the 21 Century. The Recovery Act made a great start, but we must do more.

I would like to thank the witnesses for attending this important hearing today. 1look
forward to hearing about the implementation of the Recovery Act and the progress it has made

stimulating the economy and improving the nation’s transportation infrastructure.
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HEARING: “Recovery Act: Progress Report for Highway, Transit, and Wastewater
Infrastructure Formula Investments”

March 26, 2010

Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Member Mica, I thank you for holding this important
hearing today and assuring transparency on how the landmark American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act is being implemented.

This distinguished Committee is responsible for overseeing over $38 billion of taxpayer
funds that were included in the Recovery Act dedicated to improving the infrastructure and the
transportation systems in this country. This Committee has continually met to review the ways
that this funding has been used and to ensure transparency. I can say with confidence that the
Recovery Act’s transportation dollars have been well spent throughout my home state of Illinois.
[ look forward to additional oversight hearings that will continue to show the progress that has
been made as a direct result of this Congress’s work in rebuilding our infrastructure. Iam proud
of the fine work that this Committee is doing in pursuing due diligence and performing
Congressional oversight on behalf of the American people.

This morning’s topic is particularly important to me and the constituents of the 17®
District of Illinois. Like many arcas of this country, the 17" District has a long list of
infrastructure repairs that are waiting to be made. The Recovery Act began the process of
addressing those needs in a large way and I believe they’ve been done in a transparent manner
that has put many of my constituents back to work. I especially look forward to hearing the
panel report to this Committee on how funds from the Recovery Act are being used to make the
much-needed repairs and upgrades to bridges. For example, the 17" District shares the
functionally obsolete I-74 bridge with our friends in Bettendorf, Iowa. It is projects like this that
are of critical importance and have received important investments via the Recovery Act and
ensure both the safety of our constituents and the smooth flow of commerce across state lines.
The 1-74 bridge, like many other roadways and bridges across the nation need further federal
investment and to that end, I am especially eager to hear what the panel has to say about further
competitive funding opportunities, similar to the Department of Transportation’s TIGER Grants,
to invest in our infrastructure.

It is with the success of the Recovery Act in generating economic activity within my state
and across this nation in mind that [ join with Chairman Oberstar in once again calling for a
long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill. A long-term reauthorization will build
upon the success of the Recovery Act and will continue to address the infrastructure needs of this
country. Again, I thank Chairman Oberstar for his leadership and thank him for calling this
important oversight hearing today in order to ensure that taxpayer dollars are being spent wisely.
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Statement of Rep. Harry Mitchell
House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
3/26/10

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, H.R. 1, is making important investments
in transportation and infrastructure, and today we will review its progress.

As of February 28, 2010 $33.4 billion has been put out to bid on 16,360 projects. 14,475
of these projects are under contract, for a total of $29.6 billion. Furthermore, across the
nation, work has commenced on 12,545 highway and transit projects, totaling $26.7
billion, which represents 71 percent of the available highway and transit funds. 4,238 of
these projects have been completed.’

Arizona is continuing to receive Recovery Funds, many of which are being invested in
planned highway, bridge, transit, and other shovel ready infrastructure projects. As of
February 28, 2010, more than $442 million in Recovery funds had been invested in
projects that are already underway. Approximately $447 million had been invested in
projects that were already under contract. In addition, another $486 million were
associated with projects that had been put out to bid.

When combined with the tax cuts and other relief contained in the Recovery Act, these
investments are creating jobs and economic activity.

I look forward to hearing more from our witnesses on the current implementation and
progress of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

1 yield back.
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COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
HEARING ON “RECOVERY ACT: PROGRESS REPORT FOR
HIGHWAY, TRANSIT, AND WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE FORMULA INVESTMENTS”
MARCH 26, 2010

Last February, Congress passed and the President signed into law the American
Recovety and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act). Since then,
12,545 highway, transit, and wastewater infrastructure projects have broken ground all
across the country, totaling $26.7 billion -- that is 70 percent of the total available
formula funds. Within this total, work has been completed on 4,238 projects, totaling
$3.6 billion. Every Recovery Act dollar available under the Clean Water program is
now undet contract. Furthermore, all States and public transit agencies have obligated

100 percent of their Recovery Act highway and transit formula funds.

These 12,545 projects have created or sustained nearly 350,000 direct, on-
project jobs. Total employment from these highway, transit, and wastewater
infrastructure projects, which includes direct, indirect, and induced jobs, reaches
almost 1.2 million. Direct job creation from these projects has resulted in:
> Payroll expenditures of $1.8 billion;

»  Federal taxes paid totaling $376 million; and

» Unemployment checks avoided worth $296 million.
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While the Recovery Act has positively impacted millions of Americans across
the country and ushered the naton towards economic recovery, Congréss needs to
take additional action to offset the continued rise in construction unemployment, the
collapse of the private construction market, and State budget crises that limit States’
ability to finance highway and transit projects. The House took action in December
by passing the “Jobs for Main Street Act of 20107, which provides an additional $39
billion for programs under the Committee’s jurisdiction. I urge the Senate to take
action now to provide increased investments for ready-to-go highway and transit

projects.

Against this backdrop, I scheduled this oversight hearing to first hear from
Joyce Fisk and Florentino Esparza Luna, two construction workers whose jobs were
saved because of the Recovery Act. They ate the human face of recovery. There are
people all across the country, like Joyce and Florentino, whose lives have improved
because Congress chose to act. We will also hear today from State and local officials,
along with supply chain companies, who are implementing programs receiving

funding under the Act.

The successful implementation of the Recovery Act highway, transit, and
wastewater investments adds force to the calls for addidonal infrastructure funding.

As of February 28, 2010:

[
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> 16,360 highway, transit, and wastewater infrastructure projects in all 50 States,
five Tertitories, and the District of Columbia have been put out to bid totaling
$33.4 billion (88 petcent of the total available formula funds for highway,
transit, and wastewater infrastructure projects);

> Fifty States, five Territories, and the District of Columbia have signed contracts
for 14,475 projects totaling $29.6 billion (78 percent),

> Work has begun on 12,545 projects in 50 States, four Territories, and the
District of Columbia totaling $26.7 billion (71 percent); and

> Work has been completed on 4,238 projects totaling $3.6 billion in 48 States
and the District of Columbia (10 percent).

Monitoting the percentage of allocated funds associated with projects out to
bid, under contract, underway, and completed helps us measure the Recovery Act’s
progress. Critics of the Recovery Act focus exclusively on the amount of outlays of
Federal transportation funds. This approach does not provide a good sense of
Recovery Act progress because transportation projects primarily operate on a
reimbursement mode. For example, States seek reimbursement for highway projects
after construction is underway. Federal outlays, therefore, come months after jobs are

created and necessary infrastructure projects have begun.

These 12,545 projects have created or sustained nearly 350,000 direct, on-
project jobs. Just as important as direct, on-project jobs, are indirect and induced jobs
in the supply chain that have resulted from Recovery Act investments. Indirect jobs

include jobs at companies that produce construction materials such as steel, sand,
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gravel, cement, and asphalt, or manufacture equipment such as new transit buses.
Total employment from these highway, transit, and wastewater infrastructure projects,

which includes direct, indirect, and induced jobs, reaches almost 1.2 million.

The Recovery Act investments are also improving our nation’s highways,
bridge, public transit, and wastewater infrastructure systems. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) reports that highway and bridge investments will result in
34,438 miles of road improvement and 1,262 bridge improvements. The Federal
Transit Authority (IFTA) reports that transit investments will result in the purchase or
rehabilitation of 10,561 vehicles and 613 rail cars or locomotives as well as the
construction or rehabilitation of 2,325 passenger and 202 maintenance facilities. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reports that wastewater infrastructure
investments will result in 375 projects totaling $1.1 billion to improve publicly owned
treatment works, that impact 60 million people (almost one-third of the U.S.

population currently setved by sewerts).

In addition to these formula programs, the Recovery Act also included funding
for many other infrastructure investments within the Committee’s jurisdiction. Of the
total $64.1 billion provided for transportation and infrastructure programs under the
Recovery Act, which includes the formula investments described above, Federal,

State, and local agencies administering programs within the Committee’s jurisdiction
> g g prog ]



49
have announced 18,978 transportation and other infrastructure projects totaling $62.5
billion, as of Matrch 12, 2010. This amount represents 98 percent of the total available
funds. Within this total, Federal agencies, States, and their local partners have
obligated $48.1 billion for 18,561 projects, representing 75 percent of the available
funds.

> Amtrak has started work on 141 projects totaling $1.1 billion (83 percent of the
available Amtrak funds);

> Amtrak investments will result in the replacement of 80,000 concrete ties, the
restoration to service of 60 Amfleet cars, 21 Supetliners, and 15 locomotives,
and the improvement of 270 stations;

> The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has initiated or completed work
on 663 projects totaling $1.2 billion (94 percent);

»  Aviation investments will result in 155 runway improvement projects at 139
airports that accommodate 11 million annual takeoffs/landings, and 82 taxiway
improvement projects at 78 airports that accommodate 8.1 million annual
takeoffs/landings;

»  The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has awarded $582 million for 57
Superfund construction projects and four design projects at 51 sites (100
percent). Of these projects, work has begun or is completed on 45 projects
totaling $502 million (84 percent);

»  The US. Army Corps of Engineers has committed $3.1 billion for 780 projects
(68 percent);

» Corps investments will result in navigation repair or improvement to 284 locks
or commercial ports, 1,124 dam or levee safety projects, and maintenance or
upgrade of 460 recreation areas;

» The General Services Administration (GSA) has awarded contracts and begun
work on 383 projects worth $2.4 billion (43 percent);
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> The Economic Development Administration (FIDA) has awarded 68 grants
totaling $147 million (100 percent) and has broken ground on 34 of these
projects totaling $70 million (48 percent); and

» Under the Coast Guard’s Alteration of Bridges program, contracts have been

awarded and work has begun on three of the four planned bridge projects
totaling $81 million (57 percent).

Although the Recovery Act has counteracted the increase in construction
unemployment, Congress must continue to focus on job creation. Additional funding
for highway and transit projects will immediately create and sustain needed

employment.

1 am pleased with the progtess that has been made since enactment of the
Recovery Act. Ilook forward to heating the testimony of today’s witnesses and
discussing what is being done to ensure that Recovery Act funds will contnue to
create good, family-wage jobs as quickly as possible, and learning how we can build

upon these efforts to ensure that we continue to put Americans back to work.
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Before the House Committee Transportation and Infrastructure, Hearing entitled, “The
Recovery Act: Progress Report for Highway, Transit, and Wastewater Infrastructure
Formula Investments”

11:00 a.m. on Friday, March 26, 2010
2167 Rayburn House Office Building

Good momming Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica and distinguished Members of
the Committee. | am pleased to be here taday to report on my analysis of the
disbursement of funds authorized through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009. Using recipient report data from Recovery.gov and economic and political data
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Census Bureau, GovTrack.us, and others, we
have compiled a series of facts about stimulus spending. Our interest is simply to make
use of the tens of thousands of stimulus recipient reports recently published on
Recovery.gov, and to put the aggregate information contained in those reports in a larger
context. We hope that this report will become part of a regular series as new recipient
reports are released each quarter.

The information presented here encompass the data from calendar year 2009 Q4 (FY
2010 Q1) reports of Recovery Act contracts and grants only. More information about our
methodology is provided at the end of this document. Additionally, the complete dataset

Basic Facts

A total of 65,084 contracts and grants totaling $170 billion were awarded in this second
quarter for which Recovery.gov reports are available. That's only an additional $13.6
billion reported received this quarter over the previous one, roughly $1 billion awarded
each week.

" The author would like o thank Dan Rothschitd and Jukina Debnam for their invatuable help compiling
and analyzing the data.
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The number of jobs claimed as created or saved during this period is 597,153 for the
entire $170 billion expenditure—an average of $285,814.61 per job. The total number of
jobs claimed shrunk from 693,000. It is important to understand this point. The total
number of jobs claimed to have been created by the entire stimulus fell overall, not just in
the last quarter. This apparent job destruction may have to do with the changes the White
House made on how to count jobs.

The total amount awarded to public entities (such as municipalities and state agencies) is
$93 billion. However, it is still the case that some of this money may have ultimately
found its way to private subgrantees or subcontractors. The total amount awarded to
private contractors and grantees is $78 billion. While public entities received 42% of the
number of all awards, these awards constituted over half of the dollars awarded (55%). [n
other words, public entities are receiving fewer contracts than private (27,230 vs.
37,854), but there is a higher average dollar value on the public awards ($3.417,412 vs.
$2,050,484).

Party Aftiliation

For our analysis, we looked at the 435 congressional districts in the United States plus the
District of Columbia, but excluded Puerto Rico and foreign stimulus reciptents such as
Canada and the US Virgin Islands. The average number of awards per district is 148, and
the average dollar amount awarded per district is $385,932,979.

In the United States there are 177 districts represented by a Republican and 259
represented by a Democrat. On average, Democratic districts received 1.53 times the
amount of awards that Republicans were granted. The average number of awards per
Republican district is 112, while the average number ot awards per Democratic district is
171.

Democratic districts also received 2.65 times the amount of stimulus dollars that
Republican districts received $122 billion vs. $46 billion). Republican districts also
received smaller awards on average. The average dollars awarded per Republican district
is $26 million, while the average dollars awarded per Democratic district is about §472
million. In total, Democratic districts received 73% of the total stimulus funds awarded
and Republican districts received 27% of the total amount awarded.

Other Political Variables

We checked for correlation (see tables 1, 2) and computed the predictive power of
political and economic indicators on stimulus fund allocation (see table 4).

A regression analysis (ordinary least squares) was used to determine whether either
political factors (Republican or Democrat) or economic indicators (e.g. unemployment in
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a district) could predict the amount of stimulus funds distribute to a district. To estimate
the influence of those two variable, we included the district representative’s political
party, tenure in office, leadership position, membership on the appropriations committee,
as well as for the change in district’s unemployment from 2007 to 2008 (the [ast year
with available unemployment data per district), mean income (1.e., the average income of
a given wage eamner in the district), and the percentage of employed persons working in
the construction sector in 2008, finds that a district’s representation by a Republican
decreases the stimulus funds awarded to it by 41.7%. This result underscores the findings
from the previous Stimulus Facts report.

This effect is statistically significant at the p < .004 level. (See regression table at end of
document.) The regression analysis does not seek to explain (nor does it explain)
precisely how funds were allocated (our R-squared = .05). That would require a more
complete dataset than has been used for these results. That is, we wanted to know how
much political and economic factors could explain the distribution of funds. That is
different from saying we want to know all of the factors that control distribution of the
funds. We do not have that data nor is it particularly interesting for our purposes. We
have confidence we know how much influence these two variables have, although we do
not know how other factors influence the decisions. In our political calculation,

We find that there is a slight effect on the amount of stimulus funds allocated based on
whether a district voted for John McCain or Barack Obama in the 2008 presidential
election.

Concretely, while $109 billion has been allocated to congressional districts that voted for
President Obama (or 65% of the total amount allocated), $59 billion (or 35%) have been
allocated to congressional districts that voted for McCain. It should be noted, however,
that there were many more congressional districts that voted for Obama than voted for
MeCain. President Obama won 55.6% of congressional districts and McCain won 44.4%
of these districts.

The districts that voted for President Obama received 40,037 awards (or 69% of the total
number of awards allocated), much more than the districts that voted for candidate
McCain; they recetved 24,483 awards (or 31% of the total number of awards).

The average awarded to marginal districts—districts with votes that did not vote
overwhelmingly for one candidate or another (five percent or less difference—is $22
million. That’s significantly less than the average awarded to non-marginal districts of
$419 million.

Our regression analysis finds that the stimulus funds awarded to marginal district are
decreased by 41%. This effect is statistically significant at the p < .033 level. (See
regression table at end of document.) However, as with Republican representation, the
regression analysis does not seek to explain (nor does it explain) precisely how funds
were allocated (our R-squared = .05).
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House Leadership

As noted earlier, the average congressional district received $386 million. In contrast, the
average leadership district (defined as a district where the representative is part of the
majority or minority House political leadership or is a chairman or ranking member of a
committee) received $381 million.

The average amount awarded to a leadership district is fairly different depending on
whether the leader is a member of the majority or the minority. The amount awarded to
average majority leadership district is $351 million while the amount awarded to average
minority leadership district 1s $412 million.

Notice that counter-intuitively, only the amounts awarded to the majority leader are less
than the amount awarded to the average district and the average non-leadership district,
which is $387 million. This is also true of the dollar amount of stimulus money given to
the average member of the House Appropriations Committee ($390 million) and given to
the district of the Chairman on the House Appropriations Committee Dave Obey ($52
mitlion).

Finally, on average, 148 contracts or grants were awarded to each congressional district.
The number of awards to the average leadership district is 135, the number of awards to
average majority leadership district is 169, and the number of awards to average minority
leadership district is 101. The average non-leadership district received 150 awards, which
is more than the number of awards to the average leadership district.

To sum up our results on political variables, we find that there is a slight positive
correlation between the percentage of the district that voted for President Obama and the
amount of stimulus funding that a district received. This weak correlation (correlation =
.172) may however be coincidental (see table 3, Figure F).

Also, our results find no statistically significant effect of legistator’s tenure, membership
on House Appropriations Committee or leadership position on stimulus funds allocated
while seem to be a small negative effect of Republican representation on stimulus fund
allocation, this underscores the findings from the previous Stimulus Facts report.

Economic Indicators

We checked the correlation (see tables 1. 2 at the end of the document) and computed the
predictive power of economic indicators on stimutus fund allocation (see table 3). The
scatter plots below reveal that overall there is no correlation between economic indicators
and stimulus funding (see figures A-D). To confirm the fack of correlation we ran a
statistical correlation test {Table 2) to check for correlation between economic indicators
and the stimulus fund allocation. It confirmed the scattered plot results.
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Unemployment

Controlling for the percentage each district that was employed in the construction sector,
and the median income of the congressional district, we find that the variation in the
unemployment rate has no statistical correlation with the allocation of stimulus funding.

[ used the variation in unemployment in the construction industry as a proxy for the

concentration of recession-vulnerable employment in a district.

Figure A: Scatter plot of the logarithm of stimulus funding, Unemployment change from
2007 to 2008
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Figure B: Scatter plot of the logarithm of stimulus funding, construction employment as a
percentage of total employment as of December 2008
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Figure C: Scatter plot of the logarithm of stimulus funding, congressional district mean
income
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Figure D: Scatter plot of the logarithm of stimulus funding, congressional district median
income
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Figure E: Scatter plot of the logarithm of stimulus funding, tenure of the representative of
the congressional district
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Figure F: Scatter plot of the logarithm of stimulus funding, percentage of district that
voted for candidate Obama in 2008 presidential election
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Income

Awards were also coded for Metropolitan Statistical Area’s (MSA) based on their ZIP
code. MSAs are large geographical units with an urban center for which the Census
Bureau and other agencies compile data. Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI, for
example, is an MSA.

Using per capita income data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis, we divided each
MSA into quintiles. Each quintile represents 20%, or one fifth, of all incomes in that
MSA. As a result, the top quintile (Q1) represents the highest income MSA, and the
bottom quintile (Q5) represents the MSA with the lowest income.

Qt Q2 Q3 Q4 I Q5
[ $39.383<Income | $35,803<Income<=$39 383 | $32,753<Income<=$35 803 | $30.137 <Income<=§32 753 | Income<=3$30,137 |

Based on the data, we looked at whether the allocations were affected by how high- or
how low-income the MSA was. Based on the total MSA, 39% of the stimulus funds were
allocated to the highest income MSAs and only 1% to the lowest quintile. However,
using per capita expenditures in MSAs, the highest quintile received fewer dollars (§447
per person) than the lowest quintile received ($1,163 per person.) Thus, while high
income MSAs received more money than low income MSAs, they also had more people
and the result was more money going to low-income people per capita. See the tables
below.

MSA with high income in (Q1) | MSA with low income (QS5)
Stimulus Received $62 billion $2.4 bitlion
Percentage of Total Stimulus 39% 1%
Received
Stimulus Received per Capita $447 $1,163
Average Stimulus per MSA $846 million $32 million
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We also checked whether the stimulus allocation was affected based by another measure

of income (average income, below

average income.)

MSA with above average
income

MSA with below average
income

Stimulus Received $124 billion $33 billion
Percentage of Total Stimulus 78.65% 21.35%
Received

Stimulus Received per Capita $654 $527
Average Stimulus per MSA $807 million $162 million

As we can see in the above table, MSAs with income above average received 79 percent
of the stimulus funds. MSAs with income below average received only 21 percent of
stimulus. However, when we looked for the amount of dollars per capita received the
difference was significantly reduced. That's because MSAs with income above average
are more populated than MSAs with income below average.

**Report 1 to Report 2 Comparison Statistics**

We also wanted to see how or if the stimulus funds altocation changed between our first

report and our second.

Change from RI to R2

Difference in stimulus allocation by income broken down between above and below

average.

MSA with above average
income

MSA with belew average
income

Stimulus Received +$10 billion +%$2,2 billion
Percentage of Total Stimulus +0.3% -0.3%
Received

Stimulus Received per Capita +$53 +$34
Average Stimulus per MSA +$635 million +$11 million

Change from Rl 1o R2

Difterences in stimulus allocation (by top quintile income, lowest quintile income)

QT l [o3]

Q4

I ] !
- <ingome 100 <income<=3$39, L <income<=335 37 <income<=3$34 Neome <= .
$39 363<] 335 803<1 $39.363 | $32.753<1 $35.8031$30.1571 327531 330,137

MSA with income in Q1

MSA with income in Q3

Stimulus Received

+$6 billion

+$273 million

Percentage of Total Stimulus

+0.8%

-0.4%
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Received

Stimulus Received per Capita +$44 +$135
Average Stimulus per MSA +$83 million +$3.7 million
Methodology

Our methodology is the same as the one we use for our last report, with a few exceptions.
First, we would like to note that the Recovery Accountability and Transparency Board
has changed the way it defines a year. Previously, the data was broken down in fiscal
year quarters, with the year ending on September 30" 2009 and the last quarter going
from July 1¥ to September 30", Now the data is broken down in calendar year quarters.
With this methodology, the data that goes from October 1™ to December 31 2009 is also
the last quarter of 2009. This is the reason why both our reperts mention being an
analysis of the 4™ quarter of 2009 data.

As for our previous report, we downloaded all 2009 Q4 recipient reports for contracts
and grants from the official Recovery.gov website.” These are self-reports submitted by
the recipients of stimulus contracts and grants. We did not include loans because we are
only interested in transfer payments. We removed all sub-awards from our combined
dataset because they simply add up to the primary awards. Our resulting dataset is a list
of every primary contract and grant reported with their corresponding attributes.
Attributes include recipient names and addresses, amounts received, jobs claimed,
congressional district, etc.

Each award in the source data has two addresses assoctated with it the award recipient’s
address and the place of performance address. These are the same most of the time, but in
some cases, they are not. For example, a pipe manufacturer in Florida might have
received a contract for a pipe to be used in New York. We chose to only use the award
recipient address for our analysis because we are interested in the political economy of
the awards, i.e. who receives the payment.

Every award has a recipient state and congressional district associated with it. Almost
every state also has awards that are associated with a district “ZZ.” Recovery.gov
explains, “The code 'ZZ" appears in the congressional district field as a placeholder ifa
recipient reported an incorrect or invalid congressional district. The recipient will correct
the congressional district during the next reporting period, beginning January 1, 2010.”
We cotrected every erroneous district in our dataset by looking up the correct district
number based on the recipient's ZIP+4 code.’

* hipsinwww.recovery. goviF AQiPages/DownLoadCenter.aspx,

htip:/idownload.recovery. gov/recipient/2009_ Q4/All_ContractisFY090Q4 xls.zip,
hitp:7download.recovery.govirecipient/2009_Q4/All_GrantsFY09Q4 xls.zip

' We used GovTrack.us's district finding tool at httpr//www _govirack.us/congress/findyourreps.xpd
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Every award has a North American Industrial Classification System code associated with
it.* These codes represent the recipient's industry relevant to the contract. For example,
the code 237110 represents “Water and Sewer Line and Related Structures Construction.”
All codes above 920000 represent “Public Administration,” i.e. some government entity.
We coded all awards with a code of 920000 and above as “public” and all awards with a
code below 920000 as “private.”

We coded every award as Republican or Democratic based on the current representation
of its associated district.” Awards are also coded as leadership or not. We assign the
leadership code if the member from an award recipient district is part of the majority or
minority House political leadership, or a chairman or ranking member of a committee.
We also coded each award with whether the member from the district sits on the
appropriations committee.

We coded each award as being in an Obama or McCain district based on which candidate
received the most votes in the last presidential election in its recipient district.® We also
coded each award as being in a marginal district or not. We defined marginal districts as
those where the percentage difference between McCain and Obama was five percent or
less.

We also coded each award with its corresponding MSA based on the recipient’s ZIP+4
code using a lookup table.” This allowed us to use MSA population data from the Census
Bureau,” and MSA per capita income data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis.”

Our dataset includes awards made to recipients in U.S. territories and foreign countries."
Awards to these locales total $2.4 billion or just 1.41% of the total represented by all
awards. Because we are interested in the political economy of the awards, we exclude
these from most of our questions and use only the data for the 50 states plus the District
of Columbia.

With that data, we ran a series of regression analyses using Stata, a widely used statistical
software package. Regression analysis is a statistical tool that helps understand the
relationships between variables. Regression analysis is what helps to identify the causal
eftect of one variable, and one variable alone, upon another—for example, the effect of

* hitpi//www.naics com/search. htm

> We used GovTrack.us to find the representative of each district, their party affiliation, and their
committee membership.

® We used 2008 presidential election results by district compiled by SwingStateProject.com. It in turn used
official focal government sources for its data.
http://www.swingstateproject.com/showDiary.do:jsessionid=88ADE21A3CEBDOE4DIET63AES31686E0
2diaryld=4161

T hup://www.msa-zip.com/download.php?file=msa-zip-table.zip

“ hitp://www census, govipopest/metro/metro.huml

Y http://www.bea.gov/newsreleases/regional/mpi/mpi_newsrelease.htm

" Alberta, Canada; Puerto Rico; Guam; The Marshall tslands; Northern Mariana Islands; Palau: The Virgin
Islands: American Samoa; Ontario, Canada; and four awards to "OTHL" which we take to mean "other.”
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the unemployment level in a district upon the allocation of stimulus fund in that district,
for example, or the effect of party affiliation upon the that same allocation of resources.

To explore such issues, we assembled data on the underlying variables of interest (in this
case, party leadership, affiliation, variation in unemployment level, or income level and
distribution). In order to avoid omitted variable bias, we pulied the economic indicators
from the 2008 U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey I-Year Estimates."
Then, we checked for correlation and computed the predictive power of economic
indicators on stimulus fund allocation.

It is important to note that in this report we have changed the way we account for
unemployment. Instead of using the unemployment rate by district, we have used as a
proxy for the impact of the recession in a district the change in the unemployment rate in
each district between 2007 and 2008. 2008 is the last year of the unemployment rate per
district available at this point. Using change in unemployment rate allows us to check
whether the relative deterioration in unemployment in a district can account of the
allocation of stimulus funds as the rationale behind the bill would suggest.

Also, in this report we have used the natural logarithm dollars in our regression rather
than untreated dollars. It offers a more accurate measure of the effects we were looking
for.

We found no correlation between economic indicators and stimulus funding. Preliminary
results find no effect of unemployment, median income, or mean income on stimulus
funds allocation.

Then, we checked for the correlation between political indicators and stimulus funding.
With the exception of the district’s party affiliation (whether the district’s representation
was Republican or Democratic,) we found no effect of political variables on stimulus
funds allocation.

Next, we used regression analysis to estimate the quantitative effect of the causal
variables upon the variable that they influence. For example, when we found that the
party affiliation had a causal effect of the allocation of stimulus funds, we looked for how
much party atfiliation mattered. The quantitative effects that we estimated are based on
our model specification such that with a more completely specified model, these effects
would likely change. Thus, more confidence should be placed on the relationship
between the two variables (i.e., a causal factor exists) then on the quantification of that
relationship.

Also, we assessed the “statistical significance” of the estimated relationships. That is, the
degree of confidence that the true relationship is close to the estimated relationship. In
other words, we assessed how likely we were to be correct. In all cases, we established
that we had 10 out of 10 chances of being right.

bt fwww census. goviacsiwww/Products/users_guide/2008/index htm
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correlate unemploymentchange medianinc construction

(obs=436)

| unempl~a median-c constr~n

unemployme~e
medianinc
construction

1.0000
0.3055
0.0815

1.0000

-0.1808

1.0000

Table 2
correlate num_contracts tenure leadership perobama permccain appropriations
> unemploymentchange construction medianinc
(obs=436)
num_.co~s tenure Teader~p perobama permcc~n approp~s unempl~e
num_contra~s 1.0000
tenure 0.0791 1.0000
Teadership -0.0293 0.4185 1.0000
perobama 0.1832 0.1575 0.0160  1.0000
permccain -0.1878 -0.1561 -0.0150 -0,9980 1.0000
appropriat~s 0.0481 0.1990 -0.0602 0.0043 -0.0070 1.0000
unemployme~e 0.0470 -0.1207 ~0.0735 -~0,0991 0.0914 -0.1395 1.0000
construction -0.1357 ~-0.0889 -0.0223 -0.3217 0.3208 -0.0100 0.0815
medianinc -0.1019 -0.0254 -0.0119 0.0465 -0.0490 -0.0395 0.3055
constr~n median~c
construction 1.0000
medianing -0.1808  1.0000
Table 3
regress logdollars construction medianinc unemploymentchange
Source SS df MS Number of obs = 436
FC 3, 432) = 1.56
Mode] 10.0199913 3 3.3399971 Prob > F = 00,1973
rResidual 922.29534 432 2.13494292 R-squared = 0,0107
Ad] R-squared = 0.0039
Total 932.315332 435 2.14325364 ROOT MSE = 1.4611
Tegdollars coef. std. Err. T P>t {95% conf. Intervall
construction ~.0764318 . 037091 ~2.06 0.040 -.149333 -.0035306
medianinc -5.80e~086 5.28e-06 -1.10 0.273 -. 0000162 4.58e-06
unemployme~e .0355758 . 0654062 0.54 0.587 -. 0929782 .1641297
—cons 19.41382 . 5040802 38.51 0. 000 18.42307 20.40458
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> truction meaninc unemploymentchange

Jogdotlars tenure republican leadership marginaly appropriations cons

Source ss df MS Number of obs = 436

F( 8, 427) = 2.44

Mode] 40.8015174 8 5.10018968 Prob > ¥ = (.0136
residual 891.513814 427 2.08785437 R-squared = 0.0438

Adj R-squared = 0,0258

Total 932.315332 435 2.14325364 Root MSE = 1.4449
Togdollars coef. std. Err. t p>lt} [95% Conf. Interval]
Tenure . 0044335 . 0085295 0.52 0.603 -, 0123315 . 0211984
republican —.4170345 1446577 -2.88 0.004 -, 7013642 -.1327048
leadership . 020326 . 2440436 0.08 0,934 -.4593503 L 5000023
margina1y -.410256 .191429 -2.14 0,033 ~. 7865164 -.033995%6
appropriat~s . 1398873 . 2094507 0.67 0.505 -.271795%4 . 5515699
construction -. 0465739 . 0376972 ~1.24 0.217 ~.120669 . 02752312
meaning 6, 98e-07 3.84e-06 0.18 0.856 -6.85e-06 8.25e-06
unemployme~e . 0436887 . 0656452 0.67 0.506 -.0853393 1727167
_cons 19.01751 . 5087458 37.38 0.000 18.01756 20.01747

Regression Variable Definitions

“state” String variable; state where congressional district is located
“district” District number within the state

“dollars™ Stimulus dollars awarded to the congressional district
“jobs” Jobs reported as saved or created

“aum_contracts” Number of contracts awarded to that congressional district
“member” Representative of the district

“since” Year in which the “member” began to represent that district

“tenure”

Difference between 2009 and “since”

“republican”

Dummy variable; republican=1 if “member” is a
Republican, republican=0 if not

“leadership”

Dummy variable; leadership=1 if “member” is part of the
majority or minority House political leadership oris a
chairman or ranking member of a commuittee, leadership=0 if
not

“perobama” Percentage of votes won by candidate Obama within the
congressional district in the 2008 presidential election

“permecain” Percentage of votes won by candidate McCain within the
congressional district in the 2008 presidential election

“difference” The difference between “perobama” and *permccain”; the

margin of victory within the congressional district in the
2008 presidential elections

“marginaly”

Dummy variable; marginaly=1 if the congressional district
was decided by a margin of less than or equal to 5% of
votes, marginaly=0 if not

“obamawin”

Dummy variable; obamawin=1 if Obama won the district in
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the 2008 presidential elections, obamawin=0 if not

“demlead”

Dummy variable; demlead=1 if the congressional district’s
representative is a member of Democratic Party leadership,
demlead=0 if not

“goplead”

Dummy variable; goplead=1 if the congressional district’s
representative is a member of Republican Party leadership,
goplead=0 if not

“appropriations”

Dummy variable; appropriations=1 if the congressional
district’s representative is a member of the House
Appropriations Committee

“unemployment”

Percentage of the civilian labor force over the age of 16 that
was unemployed as of December 2008

“unemploymentchange”™

Percentage of the civilian labor force over the age of 16 that
was unemployed as of December 2007 less the percentage of
the civilian labor force over the age of 16 that was
unemployed as of December 2008

“construction”

Percentage of the civilian labor force over the age of 16
employed in the construction industry

1

“manufacturing’

Percentage of the civilian labor force over the age of 16
employed in the manufacturing industry

“medianinc” Median household income (dollars) as estimated by the U.S.
Census Bureau
“meaning” Mean household income (dollars) as estimated by the U.S.

Census Bureau

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before this Committee. [ look forward to

answering your questions.
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Ladies and Gentleman of the Committee,

My name is Joyce Fisk. | am 35 years old and the mother of a 12-year-old boy named Austin, and my
husband Gene Fisk is a volunteer firefighter and first responder in our community. | drive a belly-
dump, tractor-trailer truck and he drives a dump truck for Knife River Corporation’s North Central
Region in Minnesota. | have worked for Knife River since July of 2002. | five in Almelund, Minn., a
small town located 10 miles east of North Branch, and 10 miles west of Taylors Falls, near the

Wisconsin border.

| first met Congressman Oberstar while working on the Interstate 35 project near North Branch. This
project began in July 2009, and was completed in October. | was absolutely thrilled that Mr. Oberstar
took the time to come see firsthand the job in progress. He took the time to talk to someone like me,
just a truck driver—-the average worker in America--thankful to have a job. At that time, he talked to me
about the new bill he was working on and the progress it was making. | didn't have long to chat. The
visit was quick but it made me more aware of the need for a long-term Federal Highway
Reauthorization bill. | went home that evening and personally wrote a quick e-mail thanking him for
taking time to visit with me and for taking time to see his hard work in action.

Driving sounds like an easy job. As a belly-dump truck driver | am responsible for transporting
materials to and from a job site. | usually haul road base materials, haul millings away from the job
when we do road tear outs and deliver bituminous mix to a paver. There are many different stages
involved in the making or repair of the road and each part requires many people with different skills.

I not only drive the trucks, but | am expected to help maintain them. | grease every moving part
possible to keep it moving freely, | check the oil daily, crawl in the engine compartment and get down
and dirty on the ground to check for cracks in my truck’s frame. | also set my own brakes, change my

own lights and even make some small repairs if | break down on the road.

| travel many roads and drive nearly 500 or more miles on any given day. Driving an 80,000-pound
truck is not easy. | must constantly be alert for traffic hazards, other drivers, animals, potholes, and
drive all day hoping fo not get tired. | fike to work close to home but that is not always possible.
Sometimes we are not so lucky to have a job as close as the 1-35 stimulus-funded job this past
summer. It's a challenge to work away from home. | have to stay the night in a hotel and find family
members to watch Austin. It's stressful not knowing from day to day what job you will be on next.
A greater challenge is trying to forecast what will happen next season when the snow melts. | get laid
off every winter, usually around Thanksgiving when the ground starts to freeze. | generally am

1
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recalled in May after road restrictions are lifted. Last year was the first time Gene and | panicked
when we heard that the plant { work out of only had 10,000 tons of hot-mix and no bids were being
won. He and | started to wonder what we were going to do if something didn't come in soon. There

was not enough work for the summer.

The questions we asked ourselves were pretty basic. What can we afford to give up? Are both of us
qualified to get a different job that could sustain the household? What about health care premiums?
Austin has ADHD and needs medication to control it. Austin also would have to give up his
saxophone. | remember what it was like to give up a musical instrument. | once had an electric guitar,
but my mom had to sell it because we needed the money. As | mentioned previously, driving is not
easy. Now add the stress of not knowing if you will have a job, and suddenly safety behind the whee!
of that truck becomes a concern.

We decided to sell the pickup we were making payments on. The newest vehicle we own is an 8-
year-old Pontiac Grand Prix with 163,000 miles on it. We figured it was cheaper to make the repairs
as they come instead of making a truck payment. We were preparing for a long summer consisting of
no work. The year 2008 was hard on our industry. Close friends at other companies lost their jobs and
we witnessed firsthand what can happen in the blink of an eye.

Until fast year, | took my job for granted. { work for a large corporation and there was no way we couid
lose. We had pride and a large work force of knowledgeable men and women who care about the
community. We relied on each other and provided moral support. But, when there were no jobs to bid
on, and the state was not letting new work because of economic uncertainty and no long-term plan for
federal funding, | watched morale fall. Attitudes became increasingly bad, and it was difficult to stay
optimistic. We started disagreeing with each other about who should be getting hours and it made
work stressful.

As for health care, throughout the construction season we bank hours. For every hour we work, one
hour is added to our health care coverage bank. We work long hours for seven months to try and
bank the 600 hours needed to qualify for full health care coverage when we are laid off. Each month
during layoff season we use 100 hours of what we could bank as a qualifier. Then instead of the
money coming from a paycheck, we must come up with a pre-set amount to continue the coverage.
When those 600 hours run out we are offered insurance through the COBRA act. If we wouldn't have
worked on the I-35 stimulus-funded job | am most certain | would already be paying the enormous
COBRA insurance premium. We can't afford to pay that and our mortgage on unemployment benefits.

2
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Then we received the best news. Qur plant estimator won the bid on the [-35 project. We were
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and my co-workers. i had faith in the economy again.

| feel the impact in more than one way. My husband Gene has been with Knife River for 14 years. He
is the main bread winner and wants to make sure his family is taken care of. While we do whatever it
takes to support each other, he stili feels it is his duty to make sure we have food and a home.
Overall, he wants his family to feel safe. Gene worked on the I-35 project more than I did. However,
we all have our purpose and the amount of work is sometimes decided by the size of the truck. My
brother-in-law, who drives a belly-dump truck, also worked on the 1-35 stimulus-funded job.

There are many Minnesota roads in serious condition. As | mentioned, | travel up to 500 miles in one
day. | cover a lot of ground and can tell you firsthand that we are in desperate need of repairs
throughout the state. Many state highways are in such poor condition, it is not safe to driver a tractor-
trailer on them. The county 1 live in has so many roads in disarray that we travel out of the way to

avoid them.

Congress must get serious about a federal highway reauthorization bill that will make a big impact for
years fo come. We need a long-term dedicated bill that will aliow small companies the chance to
rebuild. We need to support these companies so they can grow to provide real jobs that wilf last.

Short-term bills are great for sustaining and keeping a few companies afloat. A six-year dedication of
funds for American transportation and infrastructure will give confidence back to workers and
companies. A new funding bill can ease congestion in big cities and on heavily traveled highways.
Providing funding for light-rail transit can save time and money and help clean up our environment.

Without future funding, | don’t see manufacturers selling new equipment. There will be no new
companies in our communities starting up and offering new jobs. Road construction is constant and
there will always be a need for repairs. Let's end the band-aid approach and start a trend that is going

to offer real jobs that are going to last more than a summer or two.

Thank you for your time and attention.
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Jeff Freeman
Deputy Director, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority

Member, Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is Jeff Freeman. I am the Deputy Director of the Minnesota Public Facilities
Authority. Thank you for the opportunity to come before you today to talk about our Clean
Water State Revolving Fund program and our experience with the funding provided under the

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

The Minnesota Public Facilities Authority is a multi-agency infrastructure financing authority
that manages the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund,
a State Infrastructure Bank for transportation projects, and several other infrastructure financing
programs. Our largest program is the Clean Water State Revolving Fund which has proven to be
an extremely effective and efficient tool to help local governments make needed improvements

to their clean water infrastructure,

Since 1989 Minnesota has received $577 million in federal capitalization grants, added $150
million in state funds, and leveraged those funds with our own AAA rated revenue bonds to
finance $2.4 billion in clean water projects throughout the state. Those low-interest loans have

saved cities and their taxpayers over $530 million in interest charges. This financing has helped
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local governments rehab and replace aging wastewater treatment plants, upgrade systems to meet
new standards to clean up impaired waters, rehab sewer collection systems, construct new
interceptors, and address non-point source pollution through a variety of best management

practices.

The Minnesota Public Facilities Authority also administers several other state funded programs
that provide $20-$25 million per year to local governments for specific types of clean water
infrastructure needs, including helping to address serious affordability problems and provide
additional treatment to restore impaired waters. We also work closely with other federal and
state agencies, and play a lead role in coordinating multiple funding sources and targeting

available funds to the highest priority needs.

The enactment of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) in February 2009
provided badly needed capital but also created significant challenges for State Revolving Fund
programs. The specific provisions attached to the ARRA funds required EPA and each state to
develop and implement new processes and procedures within a very short period of time. In
Minnesota there was a flurry of activity over a two month period from February to April as we
developed legislation to establish the state’s funding criteria and procedures (which passed in
near-record time, less than 30 days from introduction to being signed by the govermor), held
public meetings and published notices to explain how the funding would work, amended our
Intended Use Plans to add additional projects, developed new financing contracts and guidance
documents needed to implement the ARRA requirements, worked with cities and our partners at
the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency to get projects approved and ready for construction, and
submitted our formal applications to EPA for the funds. On June 8, 2009 we received official

notice that the funds had been awarded, and by June 25 virtually all of the Clean Water ARRA
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funds had been reserved for projects that were approved, bid and under construction. Formal

loan agreements were executed over the next few months.

Minnesota share of ARRA funds for the Clean Water State Revolving Fund program was
$82,564,000, including $10.5 million that we transferred from the ARRA allocation for the
Drinking Water State Revolvir{g Fund due to the greater needs and larger number of projects
ready to proceed on the clean water side. We awarded $44.7 million as principal forgiveness and

$17.5 million for “green infrastructure” projects for energy and water efficiency improvements.

Our strategy for the ARRA funds focused on using the principal forgiveness in three ways, with
an emphasis on providing incentives to get projects moving quickly. First, we offered 20%
principal forgiveness up to $2 million on a first come, first serve basis to eligible projects on our
Intended Use Plan that received all technical approvals, opened bids and submitted their as-bid
costs. Second, we offered principal forgiveness up to $4 million to provide additional subsidy to
specific projects based on affordability criteria. Finally, we provided 25% principal forgiveness
up to $2 million for the portion of project costs that met the eligibility requirements for green

infrastructure.

To get the biggest impact and fund the most projects with the ARRA funds, we leveraged those
funds with over $100 million in non-ARRA Clean Water SRF loans to finance 25 separate
projects for a total investment of $182 million. To date we have expended over 62% of our
ARRA clean water funds. Our job reports to date show that the combined investment of ARRA
and non-ARRA clean water funds has resulted in a total of 295,000 job hours and a total payroll
of $11.7 million. These are direct on-site jobs. We know that these projects also result in a

significant number of indirect job hours among material suppliers and equipment manufacturers.
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The clean water ARRA funds went to a wide range of cities and projects. Sixteen projects were
funded in cities under 10,000 population, four projects for cities between 10,000 and 100,000
and five projects in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. Mansr of the smaller projects were for
rehab and replacement of badly deteriorated sewer collection systems. ARRA funds were also
used for a number of larger projects involving major improvements to wastewater treatment

facilities. I would like to provide a few examples of the projects that were funded.

The City of Waseca used ARRA funding for a $16 million project to improve its wastewater
treatment plant and collection system, including $6 million in principal forgiveness and a $10
million loan at 2.63%. This was the highest ranking project on Minnesota’s project priority list.
The city’s undersized system capacity lead to periodic raw sewage discharges into Clear Lake,
an impaired water, and sewage backups into many homeowner’s basements. The project
repaired and replaced major Systern components, increased hydraulic capacity, improved
biosolids treatment and storage, and reduced phosphorus discharges to meet the Total Maximum
Daily Load requirements for the Lower Minnesota River. To prepare for the project the city
increased sewer rates by 60% to an average per household cost of $55 per month, but it still
would have been very difficult for the city to implement this project without the ARRA principal

forgiveness funds.

The City of Duluth received ARRA funds, including $4.1 million in principal forgivenessvand a
loan at 1.97%, to build a $5 million wastewater overflow storage tank on the shores of Lake
Superior. The four million gallon concrete fank is being built at a spot where storm event
wastewater flows have often overwhelmed the sewer collection system and overflowed directly
into Lake Superior. Duluth already has some of the highest sewer rates in the state for a city of

its size and the ARRA funding was a big reason this project was able to proceed.
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The City of Grand Rapids is constructing a $30 million project to relocate their primary
treatment and solids dewatering facilities in order to consolidate operations at a single site. With
the help of ARRA green infrastructure funds, including $1.7 million in principal forgiveness, the
city was able to incorporate energy and water efficiency components into the design that will
save 288,000 KW-hr per year of electricity and reduce potable water use by 26 million gallons

per year.

There are many people in state and local government, consultants and contractors that worked
incredibly hard and deserve credit for Minnesota’s success in getting the ARRA funds under
contract and into the economy quickly. ‘But our experience also highlights some of the features

that have made the Clean Water State Revolving Fund program so successful in general.

The Clean Water SRF program utilizes a comprehensive project priority list that identifies
projects in various stages of pre-construction preparation. Minnesota’s current project priority
list includes 381 projects for $2.1 billion, ranked by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
based on environmental and public health criteria. Each year, over $400 million in projects on
the priority list request to be placed on the Intended Use Plan for construction funding. We
know from experience that projects can often get delayed for various reasons and not all projects
that plan to go to construction in a particular year will be able to. Therefore, each year we
approve a larger IUP with more projects than we actually expect to fund, and we use our ability
to generate additional loan dollars for the projects that are able to proceed by selling our AAA
rated revenue bonds. In August 2008 the Public Facilities Authority board recognized that with
the economy slowing down, it was important to give as many projects as possible an opportunity
to get their projects ready for construction. Therefore the Authority approved the FY 2009

Intended Use Plan with over $380 million in loan requests, more than five times the average
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lending capacity of the Clean Water SRF at that time. This is a major reason why Minnesota
was well prepared with a large number of shovel-ready projects when ARRA was adopted in

February 2009.

In state fiscal year 2009, with the help of the ARRA funds, Minnesota funded a total of $204
million in wastewater projects through the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, our largest year
ever to that point. Today we are three-fourths through state fiscal year 2010 and have already
funded over $250 million in projects and will likely be close to $300 million by the end of the
year. In the five years prior to 2009 our clean water loans averaged less than $130 million per
year. This illustrates the ongoing impact of the ARRA funds on our lending capacity, and the
continuing strong demand for capital from Minnesota municipalities looking to address their
infrastructure needs in a climate of stabilized material costs, strong competition among

contractors and low interest rates.

Significant clean water infrastructure needs remain in Minnesota as in other states. The latest
survey conducted by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency identifies over $4.3 billion in
needs over the next 20 years. The Clean Water State Revolving Fund program has a proven
track record as an effective and efficient vehicle to provide federal assistance to address these
needs. The key to this success has been the nature of the State Revolving Fund model, with the
federal government defining the broad objectives and some basic requirements, and then giving
each state the flexibility to structure its program and use the Fund assets to best address its
particular clean water needs and issues. By providing federal funding in the form of annual
capitalization grants to the states, the federal monies become equity in the permanent revolving
funds managed by each state. Those assets, along with state match contributions, interest

earnings, and loan repayments, remain in the Fund in perpetuity, generating significant annual
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lending capacity from relatively small amounts of new capital. The table below illustrates this
for Minnesota by showing the annual clean water loans financed over the past decade in

comparison fo the state and federal deposits each year.

Minnesota Public Facilitles Authority
Clean Water State Revolving Fund
Loans Awarded vs, Federal & State

$300,000,000 Funds Recolved (SFY 2000 - 2010 to date)
$250,000,000
$200,000,000
$150,000,000
$100,000,000

$50,000,000.

B k } . .
2000 2000 2002 003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010 o
date
[ . e # o |
! B Financing Awarded B Faderal Cap Grant & State Match #

The end users of the program are the local units of government that borrow the funds to build
their projects. For the program te work for them it has to consistent and predictable. Cities need
to know well in advance of bidding whether they will have access to the loan funds they need for
their projects and what the administrative requirements will be. That’s why we have concerns
about the way new program requirements were imposed in the 2010 appropriation bill. With the
differences from staie {o state and the ongoing, revolving nature of the Funds, requirernents
implemented in this fashion become very difficult and disruptive for projects in the pipeline. A

comprehensive reanthorization of the program would be much preferred. T thank the Committes

e
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for its leadership on this issue and hope that reauthorization can become a reality in the near

future.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for your strong support of the Clean
Water State Revolving Fund program and for the opportunity to come before you today to talk

about Minnesota’s experience. I would be happy to answer any questions.
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‘Minnesota Public Facilities Authority

May 3,2010

Mr. Joseph Wender

House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
2165 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr, Wender:

Enclosed please find my written response to questions submitted by Congressman John L.
Mica in regard to my testimony before the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee on
March 26, 2010 concerning implementation of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009, Thank you again for the opportunity to speak before the Committee. If you or
members have any further questions please contact me at 651-259-7465.

Sincercly,

44 Freeman
Deputy Director
Minnesota Public Facilities Authority

Enclosure

Minnesota Public Facilities Authority
1 Nationat Bank Building » 332 Minnesota St Suite E200 » Saint Paul, MN 53103-1331 ¢ USA
651-2597469 » 300-657-3858 « Fax: 651-296-8833 « TTV/TDD: 651-296-3900
. positivelvminagsela.conypla

An egual opporsnity employer and service provider
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Jeff Freeman, Deputy Director, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority
May 3, 2010

Reply To Questions Submitted By Congressman John L. Mica Regarding House
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Hearing on “Recovery Act: Progress
Report for Highway, Transit, and Wastewater Infrastructure Formula Investments”, held
on March 26, 2010.

1. In your testimony, you stated that low interest loans in the form of federal
capitalization grants have saved your state over $530 million in interest charges. With
these savings, have you increased the amount of state funding for water projects?

Under the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, the federal capitalization grants and
required 20 percent state match are used to make low interest loans to cities and
other local governments that borrow the funds to construct wastewater treatment
projects and make other infrastructure improvements to protect and improve water
quality. Minnesota leverages those funds by selling its AAA rated revenue bonds to
generate additional lean funds. Since the program began in 1989 Minnesota has
leveraged the $577 million it has received in federal capitalization grants to make
loans totaling $2.4 billion. The interest savings on those loans have saved the local
government borrowers more than $530 million in taxes and user fees, making the
infrastructure improvements affordable for their residents and taxpayers.

2. Have you maintained your previous amount of state funding for other projects in your
district, or are you using the federal grants to substitute for your state funding?

Minnesota significantly increased funding for clean water infrastructure projects in
state fiscal years 2009-2010 well beyond the $82.6 million received in federal ARRA
clean water funds. In the five years prior to 2009, Minnesota averaged
approximately $130 million per vear in clean water loans. By comparison, in 2009
we funded $204 million and in 2010 we are on track to fund close to $300 million.

3. Your testimony stated that the ARRA required extensive processes and procedures in
order to receive funding. What kind of requirements and procedures were they, and did
you find them to be unnecessary and slow down the process of getting the money toward
creating projects.

ARRA required that 50 percent of the clean water funds be provided as principal
forgiveness or grants and that 20 percent be provided for “green infrastructure”
projects. These requirements were new to the Clean Water State Revolving Fund
and required state legislation to authorize these uses of the Fund and establish
eligibility criteria. ARRA also contained federal prevailing wage and Buy American
provisions that required education and training for staff, borrowers and
contractors. With an exceptional effort by our staff and others, these steps did not
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create any significant project delays. Minnesota had all its clean water ARRA funds
committed to projects under construction by mid-June 2009.

4. You said that $17.5 million was awarded towards “green infrastructure” projects.
What kind of and how many jobs did this create?

Minnesota awarded $17.5 million in “green infrastructure” fands te four
wastewater projects whose projects incorporated significant energy efficiency and
water conservation improvements. These projects also received $37 million in non-
ARRA clean water loans. These are large construction projects that will take two to
three years to complete. Job reports to date show that these four projects have
created or retained a total of 36 direct full-time equivalent on-site construction jobs,
including 9 jobs that would be attributable to the green infrastructure funds that
have been drawn to date. In addition there would be an unknown number of
indirect off-site job hours among material suppliers and equipment manufacturers.

5. Your testimony stated that ARRA and non-ARRA clean water funds have resulted in
295,000 job hours. How many of these hours were worked by new employees?

It is not possible to distinguish new versus retained jobs based on the job reporting
data submitted to us. Contractors typically have several construction projects
underway at any given time, making it difficult te say that a certain number of new
jobs were created by one specific project.

6. You said that you are concerned about program requirements imposed in the 2010
appropriations bill. Can you name any specific requirements that have postponed
projects and delayed funding from being used?

Our concerns about the 2010 appropriations bill were not with the requirements
themselves but the way they were imposed in an unpredictable manner through an
appropriations bill. A major strength of the Clean Water State Revolving Funds is
that because they are revolving loan programs rather than grant programs, there is
a steady stream of recycled loan repayments available to fund new projects. Based
on these revolving assets and our established funding process, cities with high
priority infrastructure project needs know that if they invest in pre-construction
planning and design work, construction financing will be available when their
projects are ready at predictable terms and with administrative requirements that
are known well in advance. It is difficult and disruptive for projects in the pipeline
when program rules are changed without warning through an appropriations bill.
Each time this happens the program loses predictability, increasing the likelihood
that cities will simply decide to delay their projects to wait and see what
requirements the next appropriations bill might bring.

Furthermore, the biggest concern about the 2010 appropriation bill was the
interpretation that the Davis-Bacon prevailing wage requirements applied to all

%)
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loans made from the Fund, including loans from state monies and recycled loan
repayments from twenty years of prior federal grants that have been fully drawn
and closed out years ago. Including the 2010 capitalization grant, the federal funds
received by Minnesota are only about 25 percent of the total loans made. Minnesota
has a state prevailing wage law that already applies to all SRF projects so while the
wage rates themselves are not a significant issue, the imposition of federal
requirements creates an added layer of complexity and oversight. To retroactively
apply this requirement to all loans made within the fiscal year is of questionable
legality and caused confusion and financing delays for at least 15 projects that had
already taken bids and in some cases already started construction when the 2010
appropriation bill was adopted.

7. You asked for a comprehensive reauthorization of the program. What changes would
you like to see in the reauthorization?

The Clean Water State Revolving Fund program has been an extremely effective
and efficient tool to help local governments finance needed clean water
infrastructure improvements. At its core it remains a loan program that offers its
borrowers the benefit of below-market interest rates in exchange for a minimal level
of burdensome requirements and red tape. Our hope is that a reauthorization of
the program would build on the program strengths while preserving the
fundamental features that have made the program so successful. We are very
concerned that some recent adopted and proposed changes, however well
intentioned, could make the program much less effective by increasing state and
local administrative costs to the point where the added burden on local borrowers
could exceed the benefit of the interest rate subsidy. Working with other states
through the Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities, we look forward to
working with members of Congress to achieve a reauthorization of the program that
will maintain the program strengths and return the degree of predictability that
states and our borrowers need.
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Thank you, Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica, and members of the
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. It is an honor to join you today.

My name is Florentino Esparza Luna. I am a resident of District Heights, Maryland,
and a proud member of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners, Local
1145, a local union within the Mid-Atlantic Regional Council of Carpenters
(MARCC). MARCC covers the District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia, and West
Virginia. Local 1145 is based in Upper Marlboro, Maryland, but we work throughout
the region.

My message today is simple and straightforward: The stimulus passed by this
Congress and signed by President Obama provided me with the job I have now. [ am
living proof of job creation from the Recovery Act. The stimulus helped fund the
Fairfax County Parkway project near Fort Belvoir where I work.

I appreciate being able to work for a private contractor with the federal dollars you
provided in transportation. A job means so much. Nothing is more important than
providing for my family.
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I work for Cherry Hill Construction on the Fairfax County Parkway project in nearby
Virginia. After being unemployed for over four months, I started to work on this
project in December 2009.

I am a skilled carpenter. I build concrete forms and perform other carpentry work on
this huge, multi-million dollar project. There are 30 carpenters working on the project
now. The project is expected to employ about 150 workers in the construction trades.
It will take well over a year to complete.

We’re building the extension to the Fairfax County Parkway. My contractor will
perform the first two phases of the work. The project involves extending the parkway,
grading, draining, building a soundwall, and more. The project should make a big
difference in Northern Virginia, where, as you know, traffic can be terrible.

1 sincerely appreciate the support of Members of Congress who voted for the
Recovery Act. You played a key role in helping me provide for my family. [ have a
wife and two children. It’s not easy getting by on an uneraployment check. I'd much
rather be working, building my community’s transportation system. I know that’s also
true for construction craft workers throughout the industry.

Construction workers are struggling. Many of the work opportunities in the residential
and commercial parts of the industry dried up with the recession. About twenty-
percent of the members of my local union are unemployed. Even with an
unemployment rate twice the national average, my local union is doing better than the
rest of the construction industry. As you know, Chairman Oberstar, the unemployment
rate nationally in construction is over 27%. Too many construction workers simply
cannot find work and provide for their families.

It would be a lot worse if it wasn’t for the stimulus. The Recovery Act allowed me to
put food on my family’s table, allowed me to provide health care for myself and my
family. I'm also able to put money into my retirement, so that I can retire in dignity.
The Carpenters Union and my employer also invest in the future workforce by making
investments in apprenticeship and training.

The Carpenters union believes not just in jobs, but in long-term careers.
Unfortunately, the high unemployment rate in construction and in my union has made
it difficult to find work opportunities. That’s why the support from this Congress and
this President in providing real jobs through the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act has been so important to me and my Brothers and Sisters at Local
1145. All construction workers hope that Congress will make more of these
investments in our economy.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I sincerely appreciate it.
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Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica, and other members of the committee, [ am
honored to submit festimony regarding the Des Moines Area Regional Transit Authority
(DARTY's use of funding from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) which
has already created jobs in central lowa and around the country while tmproving the public
transit industry.

DART operates approximately the 100th largest bus fleet in America, serving lowa’s
capital region with a service-area population of just over 400,000. While DART and Des
Moines may be somewhat smaller than some of the other transit systems your committee has
heard updates from, 1 am pleased to report that the funds have had perhaps a greater positive
impact for our 16,000 daily riders, and clearly had a profound positive impact for our regional
agency.

Like more than 90 percent of the other transit systems our size or Jarger, DART is
struggling with major budget shortfalls and is implementing a fare increase and a 5 percent
service reduction that would have been far worse but for the abilify to use 10 percent of our
ARRA funds for operating assistance.

Money Not Just Obligated — It’s Spent

DART received $7.88 million in fimding. When supplemented with other federal fransit
funds, the ARRA funds allowed us to purchase seven new Orion buses and implement nine other
critical capital projects that had been deferred for many years, Our thanks and appreciation goes
to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and their Region VI staff in Kansas City for rapidly
executing our grants. I am pleased to report that not only has DART been awarded 100 percent
of our ARRA funding and will sign contracts for 100 percent of the funds by June, but DART
has already drawn down and cut checks for nearly half (47 percent) of the funds, getting these
dollars into the economy and generating dozens of good jobs and improving the transportation
services in Des Moines. 1do not think our story is unusual cither. FTA has awarded more than
99 percent of the $8.4 billion that was made available for trapsit under ARRA.

DART spent more than a third of its ARRA funds on bus replacements and 1 was thrilled
to see the funded buses, as well as 13 other federally-funded buses, roll onto our property just
two weeks ago.  Perhaps [ am even happier to have seen the auction notice posted for nearly a
sixth of our existing fleet, as these buses will replace 19 of our oldest buses that were all well
over their federal 12-year useful |

Six of the Seven ARRA Funded New Buses Delivered te DART - March 15, 2610
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The comimiftes has no doubt heard significant testimony of the strong need &
our country’s infrastructure to achiev

- funding
e a "state of good repair.” This noHoy is as true for amall
and mid-size fransit systerms as it is for our nation’s aging rail systerns and deteriorating bridges
and highways.

1993 BART Buses Repaced with ARRA Fudy

DART’s f{igures show that our new buses will cost less than $20,000 in maintenance
expenses {after the waranty periods have run thelr course) per vear, versus an average of
345,000 per year for the 16-vear-old buses they replace. Besides the visible pollution
improvements and costs savings, new buses like these in thelr first five years in Des Moines go
more than five times as many miles between in-service breakdowns as our oldest buses, keeping
our fransportation system reliable and our customers happy.

Not only did the ARRA funds benefit DART in Des Moines, but I am also pleased to
report that ARRA funds supported the replacement of more than 170 smaller buses and 17 other
large buses at transit systems throughout Iowa. Iowa takes great pride in its expansive network
of rural fransit services in all §9 counties of the state. In a fow cases, ARRA allowed for
replacements of 100 percent of a rural county’s older fleet of vans and buses. Senior citizens and
job seckers in lowa's smaller towns like Ottumwa and Newion who rely on public sit
seging the benefits of ARRA.

But what was good for the rural systems is also good for the state transit system as a
whole. Replacing these outdated rural buses with ARRA funds allowed the state to spread its
traditional statewide bus earmark (5309 federal funds) further. You can see the results at DART.
‘While technically only seven new buses were purchased directly with ARRA fands, DART was
able to purchase a tofal of 20 new buses with the combination of ARRA and traditional federal
5309 funds.
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Expanded/Rehab Stovape Barn & Maintenance Facllity

1 do not need to tell this committee that transit ridership has grown steadily across the
nation these past few vears. However, [ would like to point out that ridership in central Jowa has
grown 18 percent between 2007 and 2009 ~ four times the national average. While furloughs and
layoffs at financial businesses and state agencies in downtown Des Moines have caused ridership
fo drop over the past 6 months, more than half of DART s new riders are stll with us. This
ridership growth and expansion in subwrban areas as part of our regional growth has caused us fo
outgrow our 30-vear old operating and maintenance facility,

DART used $1 million doliars of ARRA funds, along with other federal and state funds
fo build an energy-efficient expansion for our bus storage facility and improve our maintenance
facili Thanks to ARRA funds, the project is the first in DART’s history fo incorporate
mitigation for two things that happen far too often in Des Moines (as committee member
Representative Leopard Boswell knows too well) — floods and snow.

More than 80 contractors pieked up plan documents back when the contract was let and
11 bids were received with even the highest bidder proposing a price 9 percent below the
engineer's estimate. DART awarded the final contract, including the bid alternate to build a 25
percent larger storage building at a savings of 8 percent less than the engineer’s estimate without
the alternate.

As the photos below show, the interior maintenance facility work is complete and site
work was well underway before the snow fell last fall. Construction is starting again next week
and should be done by Angust, Pinnacle Construction Company of Des Muoines has identified
over 30 full-time jobs and more than $200,000 in construction wages and benefits that have
already been created by this ARRA-funded project.

Site work to Expand DARTs Storage Completed Interior Maintenance Facility
Facility — November, 2009 Tmprovements — ruary, 2010
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Trangit Hub for Downtown Des Moines.

Thirty-two firms requested the RFP document and seven local Architecture and
Engineering firms submitied proposals a year ago. Now the design has advanced in paralle] to
receiving the necessary envirommental clearances and securing this strategic parcel of land -
right in the heart of downtown Des Moines immediately adjacent to the ratlroad tracks where
futare Amtrak passenger rail service will hopefully soon connect Des Moines with Chicago.

In addition to being a critical multimodal transportation hub for the region, the facility
will emphasize public transit’s ability to preserve our environment as it is being designed fo be
fowa’s first “net-zero” energy use facility. And most importantly, in addition to the 200+ direct
construction jobs created by the project, the facility will be a catalyst for downtown development
as DART will be able to vacate its outdated transit mall along Walnut Street, the street with the
densest commercial development in the state, and provide space for first floor retail and small
businesses while creating job growth throughout downtown Des Moines.

The design for the Hub will now be completed with the help of $1 million in ARRA
funding. Unfortunately, our project was not one of the 51 projects selected for Transportation
hwwmem Gnmragmg EBeonomic Rmm ery (TIGER) funding to mmgi@te construction, We
hﬁpbiaﬂ that our jus
U.S. Department of Transportation and we otherwise will eagerly await the passage of a new
transportation authorization bill where we can identify multiple vears of capital finding so we
can once and for all advance this decade-old project off the drawing board and create hundreds
of new jobs.
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DART’s Downdown Des Moines Sustainable Transit Hub
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Operating Assistance

Finally, DART is one of many transit systems to gratefully use 10 percent of our
allocated ARRA funds for a one-time source of operating assistance. While not every system
has chosen to use this flexibility, preliminary results from an American Public Transportation
Association {APTA) survey that is now underway show that ARRA operating assistance has
been tremendously helpful. At present, DART and more than 150 other transit systems have
responded to the survey, including most large systems. About one-third of all agencies in the
survey are using a portion of ARRA funding to prevent layoffs, avoid fare increases or maintain
service. The full results of the APTA survey will be available in the coming weeks. Further
short-term operating assistance like that proposed in the jobs bill passed by the House of
Representatives last year is needed to help agencies like DART get us all through these tough
economic times.

DART’s short-term economic outlook continues to be troubling, as the economy has
caused the decline in all of DART’s non-federal revenue sources, but our largest non-federal
source of revenue, local property taxes, has been particularly hard hit. On top of that,
extraordinary accident liability expenses from 2007 and 2008 are creating cash problems in 2010
that have made our budget problems even greater. With the help of nearly $800,000 in ARRA
funds for operations, along with pay reductions and furlough days for me and my non-union
staff, we were able to reduce our budget gap from nearly $2 million (10 percent) to just $550,000
and save more than 30 bus operator jobs.

As the General Manager of a 150-bus system like Des Moines’, it is Yours Truly that
makes the presentations at public meetings and listens to the hundreds of riders who tell me they
will lose their jobs if we cut their night-time or Sunday bus service. We just completed 10 such
meetings three weeks ago, and I will recall a story of one woman, Ms. R. Cofield at a public
meeting at the Forest Avenue library in Des Moines:

She was at the meeting with her 3-year old daughter to fight to keep the weekend bus
service past the House of Mercy, a transitional residence facility where more than 40 other
mothers join her in receiving substance abuse treatment. She said she and a dozen other mothers
have jobs at the Qwest telecommunications call center in Downtown Des Moines and that they
would lose their jobs if weekend service on DART’s Route #5 was cut.

She asked the question I heard more than a dozen times at the hearings: “Why are you
buying buses and building a Transit Hub when you could be saving routes?” I tried my best to
explain the limits on using funds for operating versus capital expenses, but as the committee
certainly knows, when transit is your lifeline to keeping your job to support your struggling
family, you are not going to be easily convinced. Luckily, thanks to the allowance to use 10
percent of the ARRA funds for operating assistance, DART was able to preserve the weekend
service that Ms. Cofield and many others rely on.
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Certainly, the question of operating assistance is a challenging one for the Committee.
Undoubtedly, many transit agencies, particularly smaller agencies such as the 16 other transit
svstems in Towa communities with under 200,000 popuiation, would accept a change to aliow
them to spend more federal money on operations with a reduced or waived local match.
However, they would likely defer capital projects including desperately needed bus
replacements.

But these are certainly extraordinary times. DART’s 5 percent cut in service and likely
layoff of at least 20 bus operators are the most substantial cuts we have had to make since the
mid-1980s. Des Moines Public Schools, whom DART has a strong relationship with and for
whom we transport more than 5,000 school students daily, has announced a proposal to cut more
than 300 teachers next year. School leaders have asked DART to help them and reduce their
$600,000 operating payment.

We are extremely thankful to the committee for the temporary ability to use 10 percent of
the ARRA funds for operating assistance. As the economic challenges continue, should any
additional one-time recovery funding be approved by Congress, DART would strongly support
continued, limited, and temporary authorization for the use of these funds for operating
assistance.

Reauthorization

All the economic forecasts for Iowa indicate that the state’s recession will perhaps be less
severe than in the nation as a whole, but probably will last longer before we experience a robust
economy. Similarly, it is not likely that DART’s financial picture will significantly improve
until Congress approves a six-year transportation bill. Without new federal investment in a long-
term bill and additional jobs legislation, it will be difficult to maintain the employment benefits
that ARRA has created for our agency.

Needless to say, we definitely support the committee’s efforts to approve a multi-year
transportation bill at the highest level of investment possible for public transit. Such a bill would
stabilize DART’s finances, advance our important job-creating capital projects, and strongly
assist our efforts to improve transit in lowa.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. Ilook forward to your questions,
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Responses to Questions submitted by Ranking Member John L. Mica — April 7, 2010

1. In the introduction of your testimony you said that 10% of ARRA funds are being used
Sfor “operating assistance”. Is that money being used entirely to save service, or are there
other departments of your transit authority that are getting this money? Is any of the

money spent on “operating assistance” creating jobs?

ANSWER: Yes, the entire 10% of ARRA Funds (§788,000) awarded to the Des Moines Area

2.

Regional Transit Authority (DART) is being used to avoid transit service reductions
- and therefore save jobs.

Operators’ wages are one of the largest expenses in running a public transit system.
Much of the ARRA operating assistance funds were directly allocated to salaries
and wages of retained bus drivers and mechanics. DART’s budget gap this year
was significant enough that we proposed laying off 35 drivers. Instead, thanks in
large part to the operating assistance, we have not had to lay off anyone.

The $788,000 in operating assistance also saved jobs outside DART’s walls. At the
public meetings we held this spring on our proposed service reductions, we heard
from dozens of residents who said they would lose their jobs if bus service was cut.
Instead, the operating assistance enabled us to preserve much of the service that was
identified as most critical for employees, thereby preserving those jobs, as well.

How many new jobs did you create with the $7.88 million in funding?

ANSWER: DART has not tracked “new” jobs separately from our reporting requirements for

OMB, FTA, and the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. As of the end of
March 2010, DART reported to the Committee the creation or support of 21 direct
jobs and 27,674 hours of labor funded by the $3.6 million in ARRA funding DART
has spent to date.

However, it should be emphasized that this federally required reporting accounts
conservatively for only direct jobs supported by the ARRA funds:

e It accounts for just the nine (9) direct jobs supported for a single three-
month quarter for production of our seven (7) ARRA-funded buses at
Daimler Bus North America’s (Orion Bus) assembly plant in Oriskany, NY,
even though the manufacturing of the bus and its components took longer
than three months. It does not include jobs supported for the development
of the bus components (farebox, seats, signage, transmission, etc).

e The federal report accounts for just one (1) direct job supported for the six
months that a concrete contractor was working at our facility last fall
($100,000 in ARRA funds). The jobs involved with creating and mixing the
concrete and steel rebar and other materials are not included. Since the
majority of work occurred right outside my office window, | can assure you
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there was more than a single employee working on this important facility
repair.

o |t counts 10 supported bus operator jobs by the use of 10% of the ARRA
funds for operating assistance, although our original budget shortfall was
widely reported to put as many as 35 full and part-time bus operator
positions at risk of layoff.

The facility-related projects that DART is supporting with its ARRA funds are
being completed with a combination of the ARRA and other federal transit funding,
as well as state and local funding. [ provided testimony about jobs being supported
on these projects based on my own conversation with executives with DART’s
facility contractor, Pinnacle Construction Company, who told me that at least 30
full-time employees in their firm and their prime subcontractors are working on our
project. However, since our federal job reporting is quarterly, and so far we have
only spent other federal and state funds, none of these 30 jobs have been reported
thus far.

You mentioned that some lowa rural transit services are receiving benefits from ARRA
Junding. In one case, you mentioned a rural transit service had 100% of its vans and
buses replaced through ARRA funding. What is the ridership of these rural transit
services, and how many jobs are created by replacing vans in rural counties? Wouldn’t
the money be better spent in areas that actually have sustainable ridership? What will the
riders do once ARRA expires?

ANSWER: I need to preface my answer by noting that as the General Manager of the largest

Towa transit system in the largest community in fowa, [ can only provide you
information I have received from my rural system manager colleagues.

lowa has a strong national reputation for providing a robust level of quality rural
public transportation, as there is some level of service in all 99 counties of the state.
In 2008, ridership totaled 3,621,000 irips across the 16 rural, demand-response
systems in lowa. As a comparison, DART in the largest city in lowa had a recorded
4,629,000 rides in 2008 and more than 5 miilion in 2009.

According to the State of lowa’s Office of Public Transit, small bus and van
manufacturers have been reporting an average of 188 hours, or 0.36 jobs created per
small bus. Since the ARRA funds supported the purchase of more than 170 small
vehicles for lowa’s rural transit systems, this would compute to an approximate 61
total vehicle manufacturing jobs supported for the buses purchased for lowa rural
systems.

[ cannot offer an opinion about the value of investment in rural transit versus urban
systems like Des Moines but | do know that all public transportation in the United
States; from the New York City system to DART in Des Moines, to the smallest
lowa rural county transit provider requires public subsidies to supplement passenger
fares to sustain their services. Smaller community and rural transit services are

353
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lifelines for many seniors, people with disabilities, and others to travel longer
distances to access medical services, and in some cases, jobs. In this manner, they
offer no different service than DART does.

Your question about what rural riders will do once ARRA expires is a good one.
lust like the larger system in Des Moines, the smaller systems are extremely
thankful for the opportunity to replace older, less-reliable vehicles with new ones
that can provide better service to riders. In five years, when these ARRA-funded
small buses will need to be replaced, hopefully there will be a comprehensive
transportation authorization law in place that provides the needed resources to
maintain strong rural and urban transit alternatives.

4. You mentioned that you have spent over a third of your ARRA money on bus
replacement. How many jobs are created by replacing a bus in your transit authority?

ANSWER:

The new buses cost half as much to maintain each year as the old buses they
replaced (less than $20,000 per bus compared to more than $40,000 in annual
maintenance costs per bus), saving DART coveted operating dollars for hiring
drivers to run more transit service.

The manufacturer of our buses, Daimler Bus North America (Orion), tells us that
the ARRA funds we spent on their buses created about three direct manufacturing
jobs (4,508 hours).

Last, these new buses operate more than six times as long as the old buses they
replaced without failing, providing our 16,000 daily riders with reliable service to
their jobs.

5. Before the economic slowdown, were your ridership models sustainable in any way, or did
you albways need government funding to keep your operation intact?

ANSWER:

Mass transit hasn’t been sustained by fares alone in nearly half a century - but
that’s not to discount its value.

The U.S. Congress has recognized mass transit as a vital public subsidy since the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, following a period of steady dechine
among private transit companies that struggled to compete with the personal
automobile and the heavily subsidized system of roads and highways. Des Moines’
transit system has been publicly owned and supported since 1973.

Today, public transit is an integral part of the country’s overall transportation
network, and it ought to be expanded for all of its peripheral benefits. It connects
employees with employers, sometimes providing people with their only means of
getting to and from a job. It eases congestion on roadways, causing less wear and
tear on the country’s costly infrastructure.
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But indeed, the economic slowdown has had a direct effect on DART’s passenger
revenue. A year ago, on the moring when Des Moines’ largest employer, the
Principle Financial Group announced the first of what would be multiple rounds of
employee layoffs, DART received 7 calls from Principle employees who ride
DART’s vanpools (and therefore reserve seats in advance) telling us they would no
longer need their reservation as they had no need to travel to Des Moines for work
anymore.

6. What percentage of the population of Des Moines relies on your transit agency to get to
work, conduct daily life, etc?

ANSWER: Approximately 4% of DART’s service-area population of 400,000 rides DART
daily, judging by the 16,000 passengers who ride DART’s buses each weekday.
However, in rush hour, DART’s share of the commuting market to downtown Des
Moines — the largest job center in Iowa - is approximately 10%. This substantial
peak-hour share has grown despite more than a half-a-billion dollars worth of road
capacity expansion over the past decade designed specifically to serve the peak
commuting demand.

Telephone surveys conducted by our agency have indicated that more than half of
all adult residents in the region have used DART services sometime in their lives.

7. Have you considered using ARRA funds to start investing in a light rail/streetcar project,
something that can actually keep and increase sustainable ridership?

ANSWER: Yes. DART did consider using its $7.8 million in ARRA funds to invest in
streetcar services but opted against this plan for fear that we would not be able to
meet the funding obligation time limits required by ARRA. Even if DART had
invested all of its ARRA funding in what a cowmpleted feasibility study estimated in
late 2008 to be a $120 million starter line in downtown Des Moines, the project
would not have even reached its construction phase within the two-year time
horizon set by ARRA.

The Des Moines streetcar feasibility study estimated that passenger revenues on a
streetear service throughout the downtown would not be enough to fully support the
operations but instead would require a $6 million dollar annual government
operating subsidy.

8. Have ARRA funds allowed the Iowa DOT to reduce transit funding? Have other sources
of funding decreased because of the arrival of ARRA funds?

ANSWER: No. The Iowa DOT provides no funding for transit capital assistance. The DOT’s
transit operating assistance, approximately $11 million annually statewide, is a
legislative set-aside of a small portion of the sales tax on new motor vehicles in
Towa. With the economic recession and the plummeting new auto sales, state transit
operating assistance is down, but not due to the arrival of ARRA funds.
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All of DART’s various revenue sources for operations have decreased over the past
year due to the economic slowdown (farebox, state aid, local property taxes,
advertising revenue, etc.). But none of these revenue declines can be attributed to
the ARRA funding.

Responses to Questions submitted by Ranking Member John L. Mica — April 9, 2010

1.

It is ironic that we have almost doubled the amount of federal funding for transit
nationally in a single year with the $8.4 billion in Recovery Act funds, but transit agencies
around the country are cutting service, laying off employees, and raising fares. But I
noticed that in your testimony, you support using federal transit funds for operating
expenses only on a limited and temporary basis. Please explain why you believe this
operating authorify should not be broad and permanent.

ANSWER: 1 believe operating authority should be limited because there remains such a dire

2.

ANSWER:

need for capital infrastructure investment in aging fransit vehicles and facilities.
Even with the fantastic infusion of one-time ARRA capital funds, more than a third
of all the transit buses operating in lowa still are over their federal usetul life.

I believe operating authority should be temporary because permanent federal
operating assistance would likely result in a lowering of local and state assistance
and transit would not benefit from any net “new” funds.

In fowa, almost all of the smaller community and rural transit systems use 100% of
the state’s apportionment of federal transit formula funds to offset operational costs
and keep the pressure off their local property taxes to support their systems. In Des
Moines, since we operate in a region with more than 200,000 population, we are
prohibited from converting all of our federal funds to operating assistance, and
therefore we rely heavily on local property tax support. Undoubtedly, my region’s
local governments would welcome an opportunity to provide property tax relief by
replacing these local, politically-charged funds with federal operating assistance.
But in the end, DART would see no increase in net funding.

How much of your operating expenses are covered by the farebox? Do you know how
your farebox recovery compares to the federal average for bus-only transit systems in
other mid-size cities? (The Des Moines urbanized area pepulation is approx.400,000)

19% of DART’s operating cxpenses are covered by the farebox. My own
comparison of peer bus-only transit systems indicates this recovery ratio is on par
with most other mid-sized city bus transit services.

3. Does the State of Iowa provide any funding for Des Moines transit operations? What is

your local funding source?
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ANSWER: The state supports approximately 5% of DART’s operation with an annual subsidy
of approximately $900,000.

Our local funding comes from a state-authorized property tax that is levied on all
property within DART’s service area. Based on a locally determined formula, the
tax rate varies within the region between approximately $0.20 per thousand dollars
of taxable value and $0.50 per thousand. These levels equate to an $18 annual tax
bill for a $200,000 house.
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Chairman Oberstar and Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify on
the progress of state departments of transportation in delivering projects and jobs under the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act). My name is Nancy
Richardson. [ am Director of the Iowa Department of Transportation, and am speaking today on
behalf of the American Association of Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) which
represents the state departments of transportation (DOTSs) of all 50 states, Washington, D.C. and
Puerto Rico.

First, on behalf of AASHTO, I want to express our gratitude to you, Chairman Oberstar for your
continuing commitment to transportation which led to the recent enactment of the Hiring
Incentives to Restore Employment Act, or HIRE. The bill’s provisions extend highway and
transit programs through December 31, 2010 at the 2009 SAFETEA-LU levels and transfer
$19.5 billion in foregone interest from the General Fund of the U.S. Treasury to the Highway
Trust Fund (HTF). These changes will ensure continuity of the federal-aid highway and transit
programs, and enable states to accelerate contract lettings for the upcoming summer construction
season. This also means that Congress can now turn its attention to work on enactment of a
comprehensive, multi-year reauthorization measure for the federal-aid surface transportation
programs. Thank you.

In my testimony I want to cover three points:

+ Telling you about the successes states are achieving through the Recovery Act to create
jobs and help bring about economic recovery;

s Sharing the results of an AASHTO survey of the states that shows they are ready with
$80 billion of ready-to-go projects if additional funding were made available; and

e Describing how important transportation is to the economy, how important investment in
transportation infrastructure will be to building a prosperous future, and the need to move
forward quickly on enacting a comprehensive, six-year surface transportation
reauthorization bill.

Creating Jobs and Helping Bring About Economic Recovery

The first thing I want to address is what state DOTs are doing to create jobs and help stimulate
economic recovery through our investments in transportation. Mr. Chairman, the Recovery Act
had a March 2, 2010 "use it or lose it" deadline for its highway funds, and I am happy to report
that every state obligated every highway dollar they were eligible to receive and not one dime
was turned back to Washington, D.C. for redistribution. We are proud of the thousands of jobs
the economic Recovery Act enabled us to create and support in lowa, Minnesota and elsewhere,
and the long-lasting benefits the economy of the nation will receive as a result of the capital
investments we are making.

Prior to the Recovery Act becoming law, the Jowa DOT worked with local jurisdictions, transit agencies,
railroads and recreational trails interests to identify potential projects which would qualify for Recovery
Act funding. Through this partnership, we were able to quickly identify over 645 miles of highways and
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freight rail improvement projects. All of this is being accomplished with a combination of state, local and
private funds and $358 million in Recovery Act highway funding.

Work has already begun on over 200 projects utilizing the highway funding and, as of March 15, 2010,
$215 million, or over 60 percent of Iowa’s highway funding under the Recovery Act, has been received
from Federal Highway Administration and paid to contractors and vendors. This funding was injected
directly into our economy and was responsible for creating or retaining jobs all across the state. When
spring arrives and the construction season begins again, we will see the remaining Recovery Act funds
being used to again support jobs and continue to improve Jowa’s transportation network.

With the $25 million in Recovery Act transit capital funds for small urban and rural transit systems, we
identified 216 transit vehicles which were old and ready for replacement. The same success has occurred
as a result of the transit capital funding. As of the end of February 2010, 136 of the transit vehicles
ordered had been delivered and were already in service all across Towa.

The economic benefits of the Recovery Act are two-fold — the retention and creation of good
paying jobs and the long-term, lasting economic benefits in investing in our transportation
infrastructure. The job creation benefits have been well documented. Because the federal-aid
highway program is a reimbursable program, after the work commences, the contractor bills the
state, the state processes and pays the bills from the state treasury, and then the state seeks
reimbursement from the federai government. 1 is only after the federal reimbursement Is made
to the state that outlays are counted. It is earlier in the process, once contracts are negotiated and
awarded, that materials are ordered and former and new employees are brought on board. This
job support and economic impact occurs long before the outlays are counted.

As you can see in the chart below from the data collected by your Committee and the U.S.
Federal Highway Administration, as of January 31, the latest data available, more than 80% of
the Recovery Act funds were under contract. More than any other spending measure, “under
contract” means the surface transportation dollars continue to move quickly to create and sustain
jobs.



103

Testimony of Nancy J. Richardson Page |3

Highway-related ARRA Funds Obligated, ,and
Under Contract Relative to Tatal $26.8B Highway Funds 1ssued (Billions}
Source; FHWA ¥ iat & Activity Repor and House don and Committee
1008
0% s283
28
5224
s21.0 521.0
0%
s204
{195 194 $195 s10a
0%
$18.3 18.1
s175 417 ¥ $17.8
$164 $166 sl
% $16.4
5181
5126
31
o $12.4 s
$115
a0% $103
s86
0%
851
%
0%
o
% 120 150 180 210 20 79 300 330
Days Days Days Days Days Days

Days. Days Days.
Milestone Points from Feb 2009 Passage of ARRA

The nation will also receive long-lasting economic benefits from the capital investments in our
transportation infrastructure. The chart below shows the last data from the U.S. Federal
Highway Administration on how the Recovery Act dollars under the highway infrastructure
investment program were used.
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Last month AASHTO published its report titled "Projects and Paychecks," a one-year report
on state transportation successes under the Recovery Act. The report documents that, so far,
through highway and transit investment made possible under the Recovery Act, states have
created or saved 280,000 direct, on-project jobs. That means that — as of December, 2009 ~
transportation, which received 6% of total Recovery Act resources, was responsible for at least
14% of the two million direct jobs saved or created to date. This transportation investment has
been able to achieve two types of economic benefits:

¢ Direct and immediate benefits to people through the jobs created through investments in
transportation infrastructure; and



105

Testimony of Nancy t. Richardson Puge |5

¢ Longer-lasting benefits to the broader economy through the improvements in
transportation system performance which resulted from the specific infrastructure
investments made. We describe Recovery Act transportation investments as "the gift that
keeps on giving."

Jobs and Paychecks: What this means to people. One year after enactment of the Recovery
Act, through highway and transit infrastructure investments, state and local governments have
created or saved 280,000 direct, on-project jobs. Total employment related to the 12,000 projects
underway has reached 890,000. Put another way, the direct highway construction jobs saved so
far by stimulus spending can be compared to the hypothetical impact of opening a new $1 billion
dollar auto plant somewhere in America—like the new 2,200 acre Kia facility in Georgia—
eleven times over.

The projects that states, cities and counties were able to build will have long-lasting benefits in
thousands of communities. So far it has meant repair or replacement of 1,125 bridges;
improvement, resurfacing of 21,400 miles of pavement; and the purchase of 7,450 buses.

But the real story of the Recovery Act is about people: the people whose jobs were saved or who
went back to work; the people who were able to make their mortgage payments, put their kids
through school and pay for health care. As Susan Martinovich, AASHTO Vice President and
Director of Nevada's Department of Transportation, stated, "When you put money into
infrastructure, you are putting contractors to work, engineers to work, you are putting the people
who provide the materials, striping, paint, asphalt, and gravel to work."

So what has this meant to real people? In Michigan the unemployment rate for construction
workers is running at close to 40%. Frank Anzenberger had been in the construction industry for
over 30 years. He had been out looking for a job for more than half a year. Anzenberger was not
only hired but, at a June, 2009 Kalamazoo ceremony marking approval of the 2,000th
transportation project funded by the Recovery Act, he got to introduce Vice President Joe Biden.
"For me the economic stimulus means that I'm going to have a weekly paycheck,” Anzenberger
said.

In Washington State, Michael Joseph was a member of Laborers Union Local 252, who was
struggling to care for a wife battling cancer. He had only worked four months out of the previous
twelve before he was hired to work on a project widening Interstate 5 between the Port of
Tacoma and the King County line. "For me," said Joseph, "being able to pay for health care is
everything."

In Maryland, Rhea Mayolo, was a divorced mother trying to support her kids by working
multiple, part-time jobs waiting tables and keeping books. Through the Recovery Act she was
hired by an engineering company to be their office manager. Working on a full-time job meant
she could earn a decent living.

Transportation Investments Stimulate the Broader Economy. Now that the March 2" “yge it
or lose it” deadline has passed, all of the $26.4 billion issued to states and territories has been
obligated. Federal Highway Administration reports that, as of March 11, with the $26.4 billion
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1ssued to states and territories more than 12,000 projects have been obligated, more than 8,000
highway projects are currently under construction, and work has been completed on 2,200

highway projects valued at $6.3 billion.

Transit grants have been issued for 933 projects, valued at $8.3 billion, according to the Federal
Transit Agency. Another 13 grants are under review, which, if approved, would bring the total
number of transit grant awards to 946.

States have achieved a remarkable record of jobs created and supported, highways and bridges
repaired or rebuilt, and transit systems improved. But the benefits to the broader economy go
well beyond the construction or procurement of the infrastructure improvements themselves.
These investments in improving our nation’s transportation network will help sustain the
recovery and create and support more jobs, more opportunities and a better future for America.
Examples of this long-term economic impact are:

Green Jobs. In Texas, a new bridge across the Colorado River is helping the city of San Angelo
keep its commmitments to the largest new manufacturing plant it had seen in decades. In 2008,
Martifer-Hirshfield Energy Systems agreed to locate a wind tower construction plant in San
Angelo, on the condition that an early 1900's rail bridge across the Colorado River would be
replaced. It was too low and too narrow to carry Martifer's wind towers north to markets
throughout the rest of the country. Only when Recovery Act funds became available was the city
able to replace the bridge.

Redevelopment. In Johnson, Rhode Island, Mayor Joseph Polisena said he was "hell bent" to
redevelop a "blighted" parcel of land just 300 yards from town hall that had sat vacant for 18
years. To widen and improve Hartford Avenue—a prerequisite for the parcel's redevelopment—
the Rhode Island Department of Transportation completed all of the necessary planning and
engineering, but lacked the necessary funds. Thanks to $3.4 million in Recovery Act funding,
Rhode Island DOT's work is scheduled to be completed in Spring 2011, and the first phase of a
$40 million shopping and hotel complex should be finished along-side the road improvements.
Jeffrey Saletin, who is developing the property, said, "Our project is one that never would have
started if this road hadn't been improved.”

The States Can Deliver Additional Ready-to-Go Projects

Mr. Chairman, national studies have shown that the current funding levels provided by federal,
state and local governments fall far short of what is needed to adequately support our
transportation system. Moreover, our surveys show that the backlog of projects is substantial,
and there are many more projects ready to go than we have available resources. Early this year,
AASHTO went back to the State DOTSs to gauge the extent of additional ready-to-go projects.

With all 50 states and the District of Columbia reporting, our survey showed that the states had
more than 9,800 projects valued at close to $80 billion that could move through the federal
approval process within 120 days of enactment of legislation authorizing additional funding.
Once federal approval is given, states can advance quickly through the contracting process and
proceed to construction, just as we did with the Recovery Act.
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And, as 1 previously discussed, the federal-aid highway program is a reimbursable program. Job
creation and support and, therefore, economic impacts begin long before federal funds are
reimbursed to states. Funding for these ready-to-go projects would have a quick jobs and
economic impact.

The unemployment rate in the transportation construction industry still exceeds 20%.
Commercial construction activity remains at a virtual halt so it is the transportation public sector
that has been able to fill part of the void. For example, Missouri DOT Director Pete Rahn
recently said that a survey of their 25 largest contractors found that the Missouri DOT work now
makes up about 90% of these contractors’ workload, up from what is normally about 40%. The
Recovery Act is working and the states could do more if additional funds were to become
available.

States face the most difficult financial situation in 50 years, and this year 25 states have indicated
that they will be forced to reduce spending on transportation. The $48 billion provided through
the Recovery Act helped maintain national investment during 2009 and 2010, however the funds
available through Recovery Act are meant to supplement not supplant existing state investments.
We are hopeful that a 2010 Jobs Bill soon to be considered in the Senate will provide resources
similar to the $27.5 billion for highways, and $8.4 billion for transit approved by the House in
December, 2009.

Transportation is Vital to the U.S. Economy Making
Enactment of a New Authorization Critical
Transportation is vital to the U.S. ecoenomy. It is a $1.2 trillion industry, generating 8 percent

of our nation’s jobs and accounting for 9 percent of the U.S. economy, as detailed in Table 1.

Table 1. U.S. Gross Domestic Product in Transportation and Logistics Industry

Industry Gross Domestic Product Share/
Transportation $363.7 billion 2.7%/
Warehousing $34.0 billion® 0.3%/
Wholesale Trade $788.7 billion 6.0%/
Transportation/Sector $1,152.4 billion 9% of U.S. economy
U.S. Total $13,246.6 billion —

Source: Cambridge Systematics calculations based on data from Bureau of Economic
Analysis, Annual Industry Accounts, 2006.

More importantly, it provides the equipment and services that support businesses and industries
in agriculture and natural resources, manufacturing, retail, and services. Transportation
represents 7 percent of the value of output in the agriculture and natural resources sector, 4.7
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percent in the retail sector, and 3.2 percent in the manufacturing sector. And in the rapidiy
growing services sector--which does not produce material geods but depends on expedited
delivery services, reliable long-distance business travel, and cost-effective employee commuting-
-transportation is 1.8 percent of the value of output. Together these businesses and industries
account for 84 percent of the U.S. economy.

Demand for freight trips to support the U.S. economy has increased steadily since the 1970s,
driven by population and economic growth, global trade, and changing supply chain practices.
However, the freight productivity improvements gained though past investment in the Interstate
Highway System and economic deregulation of the freight transportation industry in the 1980s
are showing diminishing returns. Demand is now pressing the capacity of the nation's highway,
rail, waterway, and port systems to handle the trips.

The effects of rapid growth in demand and limited growth in system capacity are felt as
congestion, increased freight transportation prices, and less reliable trip times. Congestion,
higher transportation prices, and lower reliability lead to increased costs for manufacturers,
higher import prices, and pressure on businesses to hold more expensive inventory to prevent
stock shortages. The effect on individual shipments and transactions is usually modest, but over
time these costs add up to a higher cost of doing business for firms, a higher cost of living for
consumers, and a less productive and competitive economy.

The performance of the nation's freight transportation system is critically important. It directly
aftfects:

«  Economic Development and Jobs - Cost-effective and reliable freight transportation gives
industries and businesses a competitive advantage in the global economy by providing
them the ability to deliver products at lower cost and reach larger markets. This translates
into more jobs, greater profitability, and better growth prospects. But poor freight
transportation performance means smaller markets, fewer jobs, and limited economic
development opportunities.

» Standard of Living - The freight transportation system delivers an immense range of
food, clothing, tools, materials, and services to homes and businesses. Consumers enjoy
an unprecedented variety and quality of products because producers are able to
manufacture, trade, and distribute across local, national, and global markets. But poor
freight transportation performance means higher costs, less choice, and a lower standard
of living for all citizens. ‘

»  Communities - Freight transportation is a heavy industry. A well performing and
innovative freight transportation industry means less congestion, fewer air pollutants and
greenhouse gas emissions, quieter operations, and greater safety in communities. But
poor freight transportation performance leads to degradation of community health and
safety.

* Military Capability - The freight transportation system that supports the nation's civilian
economy also supports the nation's military. It ensures a ready and reliable supply of
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materiel and gives the military the mobility to operate effectively at home and abroad.
But poor freight transportation performance means less mobility, higher cost, and greater
risk.

The public sector has a major role in the freight transportation system: it owns and operates the
highways; owns and manages most of the nation's ports, waterways, and airports; regulates the
rail and pipeline systems; and oversees the security of all freight transportation facilities and
freight carriers. It has an immense social, economic, and environmental stake in the capacity and
performance of the freight transportation system.

As the economy recovers from the current recession, the nation will find itself at same point it
was in 2005 - in the early stages of a freight transportation capacity crisis. As it was then, the
public sector will find itself poorly positioned to deal with the problem because there is:

* No clear and consistent description of the national freight transportation system, its
performance, and investment needs;

+ Insufficient public sector knowledge of freight transportation and supply chain
management and their importance to businesses and cconomic growth;

» Lack of coordinated public and private actions on freight transportation policies,
programs, and finance; and

= Lack of public sector focus on transportation operations.

AASHTO will soon publish a report called the Freight Transportation Bottomn Line which
examines the growing demand for freight transportation; the capacity of the nation's highway,
rail, and water transportation systems to handle freight cost-effectively and reliably; and the
implications of congestion and deteriorating freight transportation performance for supply chains
and the production and delivery of goods and services. We will provide the Committee a copy of
this report as soon as it is complete.

Here is what the Federal Highway Administration had to say in its publication titled Freight
Facts and Figures 2009,

“The Nation’s 116 million households, 7.7 business establishments, and 89,500
government units are part of an enormous economy that demands the efficient movement
of freight. While the U.S. economy has been affected by the recent global recession, it is
expected to fully recover and continue 1o grow.

The U.S. population grew by 33 percent between 1980 and 2007, while the econony,
measured by gross domestic product (GDP) more than doubled. Foreign trade grew
Jaster than the overall economy, quadrupling in real value between 1980 and 2007.

Although freight moves throughout the United States, the demand for freight
transportation is driven primarily by the geographic distribution of population and
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economic activity. While both population and economic activity have grown faster in the
West and South than in the Northeast and Midwest, the growth in economic activity pey
capita has been highest in the Northeast.”

Before we leave the subject of freight, there is one additional point to be made on maintaining
America’s global economic competitiveness. China spends 9% of its gross domestic product on
infrastructure, compared to 3.5% in India and less than 1% in the United States. Investment in
world-class infrastructure has become a competitive imperative. The global economy is
pressuring countries to upgrade infrastructure in order to remain competitive, gain advantage, or
keep from falling behind. The good news is that, compared with its competitors, the U.S. still has
the most fully-developed, efficient, and productive transportation systems. However, it is losing
ground rapidly and needs to be improved.

Moving People Is Also Vital to the Economy. Providing mobility for this country is getting
tougher. Congestion in metropolitan areas is bad and is getting worse because we have not kept
pace with the highway, transit, and rail capacity needed. Over the next forty years over 100
million is expected to be added to today’s population of 310 million. Even if we are able to cut in
half the growth in vehicle miles traveled on our highways it will still grow from 2.9 trillion today
to 4.5 trillion by 2050.

Metropolitan areas will continue to be the center of population and economic growth in the
United States. Over the past 50 years the number of people living in metropolitan areas in this
country increased from 85 million to 225 million. Over the next forty years it 1s expected to grow
to nearly 350 million. Because over 80% of the country’s GDP is generated in metropolitan
areas, providing these arcas the transportation capacity needed to keep pace with the expected
growth is vital to the economy. Reducing congestion and increasing system reliability are also
important. Additionally, metropolitan areas cannot survive if they are isolated from the rest of
the nation. They must be connected to each other by adequate transportation infrastructure and
this often requires movements through and to this country’s rural areas.

Rural states will also face population pressures and growth in travel demand. Out of the 20 states
expected to grow the fastest over the next 30 years, several are predominately rural including
Nevada, New Mexico, Idaho, Utah, Wyoming, Alaska, and Montana. What these states have in
common is large geographic size and, as a consequence, highway systems which have to span
great distances. There are two growth industries in rural states: the first group is energy
production, including oil, gas, and renewables such as solar and wind power; the second group
includes the travel, tourism, and recreation industries. Both groups share one thing in common:
direct dependence on transportation.

The services industry is the largest and fastest-growing economic sector in the U.S., now
accounting for one-half of U.S. GDP and one-half of all jobs. The services industry needs access
to large markets and big pools of skilled workers to keep costs down. Metropolitan congestion,
however, makes it difficuit for service industry workers to get to work and for service industry
customers to get to offices, medical facilities, schools and other service centers.
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Importance of transportation investment to the national economy. In 2010, America finds
itself at a crossroads. Funding needs have been consistently outpacing resources. Meanwhile, our
competitors in the global economy, Europe, and emerging economies like China and India, are
committing massive resources to modernize their transportation systems to strengthen their
economic competitiveness.

At the Federal level, the Highway Trust Fund faced insolvency in 2008, 2009 and 2010. Funding
shortfalls were alleviated through fund transfers from the General Treasury. The transfer of
$19.5 billion approved last week is expected to keep the Highway Trust Fund solvent for at least
one additional year.

If we are to have a national transportation system, it is imperative that the Federal government
play a strong role. Over the last decade, the federal share of highway and transit capital
investment has averaged at around 45 percent. There have been a series of authoritative studies
which have documented how much the U.S. needs to spend on surface transportation overall.

The National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission was authorized in
SAFETEA-LU, appointed in 2006, and delivered its report in 2008. It found that the U.S. needs
to be investing $225 billion annually from all levels of government for capitol expenditures in
highways, transit and rail over the next twenty years but is investing at only 40% of that amount.
In 2009, AASHTO published its Bottom Line Report which determined that to improve the
highway system the U.S. needs to invest $166 billion per year compared to the $80 billion we are
currently investing; to improve the transit system the country needs to invest at $59 biltion per
year compared to current capital spending of around $15 billion. The latest Conditions and
Performance Report for Highways and Transit published by U.S. DOT in January, 2010, based
on 2008 data, made the following determinations: to improve the system highway investment
needs to increase to $174.6 billion annually; to improve the transit system $21.1 billion needs to
be invested annually.

Need to move forward with authorization. While it is helpful for these reports to document
what is needed, it is not realistic that Congress will find it possible all at once to increase federal
investment to the levels needed. We believe the $500 billion surface transportation bill that you,
Chairman Oberstar, have established is a reasonable target for this six-year authorization period
and that Congress should seek to fund. It would provide $450 billion for highways and transit
and another $50 billion for high speed rail. At AASHTO’s Annual Meeting in October, 2009, its
Board of Directors endorsed funding the transit program at the $99.8 billion level provided in the
House Bill, and endorsed the provision of $50 billion for high speed rail with the understanding
that it would come from resources outside the Highway Trust Fund.

Here is what funding the program at those levels would help achieve.

Doubling Transit Ridership. To reduce congestion and meet the demand of those dependent on
public transportation, the United States will have to build enough transit capacity to double
ridership by 2030. A challenge just as important for transit is to replace its aging fleet of buses
and rail cars and upgrade or maintain its stations, its rail infrastructure, and its maintenance
facilities.
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Highwuy System Preservation and Modernization. To meet the future needs of the highway
system, the U.S. needs to preserve the system built over the last 100 years so that it continues in
a good state of repair for the next generations. System performance needs to be improved
through investments in system operations and advanced technology. Capacity needs to be added
to reduce congestion and keep pace with expected growth in freight and population.

Below is a description of the preservation challenge facing the Interstate system over the next
twenty years. The Interstate Highway System has more than 55,000 bridges, many of which are
reaching 40 to 50 years of age. Bridges and other structures of this age usually require substantial
rehabilitation and in some cases, replacement. As the 210,000 lane miles of the Interstate System
reach 40 to 50 years of life, major portions need to have their foundations completely
reconstructed. The Interstate System has almost 15,000 interchanges, many of which do not meet
current operational standards and create bottlenecks or safety problems.

AASHTO’s 2009 Bottom Line Report documented that, as of 2008, the backlog of needed
highway and bridge investment had grown to $490 billion. According to U.S. DOT, 46.3% of the
backlog was for investment needed in system rehabilitation and 44.6% was for system
expansion. What the U.S. DOT analysis shows is that, as investment is made in the future to
reduce that backlog a balanced approach will be needed that addresses both condition and
performance. If only rehabilitation took place, the condition of roads and bridges would improve,
but traffic performance would suffer. Similarly, if only system expansion occurred, the
condition of the existing system would continue to deteriorate. .

There continues to be interest in Congress in giving high priority to bringing the highway system
into a good state of repair. One of the things the $26.8 billion in Recovery Act highway funding
did for the states did was to enable them to address part of the highway and bridge preservation
backlog. Ninety-two percent of the Recovery Act highway funds so far has gone to system
rehabilitation.

A New Era of Intercity Passenger Rail. In addition to the $8 billion provided in Recovery Act for
Intercity Passenger Rail, the FY 2010 transportation appropriations bill provided $2.5 billion,
and the President’s FY 2011 budget calls for providing an additional $1 billion for High Speed
Rail. Together with the $9 billion in state funds authorized for the system being planned in
California, and other resources being committed in other states, it appears that significant
funding is indeed being committed for this purpose. AASHTO believes that we are overdue for
the U.S. to provide a robust intercity passenger rail network that provides competitive, reliable,
and frequent passenger rail service, comparable to world-class systems in other countries. Thirty
seven states applied for Recovery Act high speed rail funds, and 31 states received grants. Many
of the states which did not receive funding in the initial round are working to position themselves
to compete for subsequent funding. Competition and demand for these funds clearly
demonstrate that state interest in this mode of transportation is real.

As I said at the start of my testimony, we are grateful for the extension of the authorization of the
federal-aid highway and transit programs to the end of this calendar year. Now we must turn our
attention to the larger package. We want you to know that we stand ready to work diligently
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with you to advance a well-funded, six-year bill that will enable the states, working with their
local partners, to deliver a transportation system that meets the needs of the next generation,
maintains our economic competitiveness, addresses energy security concerns and meets the
quality of life expectations for urban and rural America.

Mr. Chairman, ! appreciate the opportunity to testify on the States’ successful use of the
Recovery Act transportation funding, our ability to put any potential additional stimulus funds to
equally good use, and the critical need for a new highway and transit multi-year authorization to
support transportation in its important economic role. I look forward to answering any questions
you or your Committee Members may have.
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Ready-to-Go Projects, 2010 Survey of the States
Highlights

= All 50 states and the District of Columbia reported data.
® 9,857 highway, transit, rail, port, and aviation projects valued at $79.41 billion.

®  Ready-to-go means a project can move through the federal approval process within 120
days of enactment of authorizing legisiation, thus enabling the State to proceed toward
construction. (See back page for entire process.)

® includes the following job-creation projects:
- 7,558 highway projects estimated at $49.13 billion
- 994 transit projects estimated at $11.56 billion
~ 292 rail projects estimated at $8.69 biltion
- 92 port projects estimated at $1.24 billion
~ 655 aviation projects estimated at $2.16 billion

- 286 intermodal projects estimated at $6.63 billion {Intermodal category used by
some states for intermodal freight or passenger projects; it also includes other
transit, rail, port, and aviation projects not noted elsewhere.)

“We need to keep the momentum going. The unemployment rate in the construction trades today
exceeds 18 percent. There is stilt a need to invest more in transportation projects if that's what it
takes to create jobs and bring unemployment down. What the state DOTs have done over the past
eight months to put economic recovery dollars to work shows there is no better way to create jobs

and long-lasting benefits in every part of the country.”

John Horsley
Executive Diregtor
American Asgbciation of State Highway and Transportation Officials

www.transportation.org
Contact: Tony Dorsey tdorsey@aashto.org {202) 624-3630
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AASHTO SURVEY-READY-TO-GO PROJECTS

Highway &1 7,558 $49.13 bitfion
Transit $11.56 bifion

292 $8.69 bifion
1

Port 14 a2 $
Aviation 22 655 2.

intermodal™ 9 268 $6.63 bitfio

Highw

Alabama 105 $1.065 miition Nebrasha 53 $180 million
Alaska 30 $308 milkon a2
Arizona 123 $892 million a8
4 $7.070 mitlion s
Arkan 130 $3.070 mitfior New Jersey 53
California 120 $4.01
¢ New Mexica 45 $753 miltion
Cotorade 00 $1,400 million
New York 440 $1,200 milion
Connectivut 52 $1,722 million
North Caroline 112
Defawars 30 $108 mitlion
North Detata 10z

District of Columbia 28 $114 miition

N s 5 . Ohig
torida $1.500 mitlion O
Geor o1 $308 miltion Okishoma 178 . $947 miflion
Hawad 31 204 $B2T million
1daho 66 303 $1.226 miffion
Hinvis 310 Rhode istand 26 $288 mition
indisna 150 South Caroli
towa 865 south Dakota 34 $128 milion
{ansas 348 $701 million s 8
Hansas “ 701 mitfion Tennessee 178 srdlfion
Kertuoky 49 £285 miltion - "
Taxas mitlion
Loulslana a7 $197 million .
. titah 114 $7.776 mitlion
Matne 70 200 mittion
. Vermont 47 $248 miltion
daryiang 131 $815 million
i Virginia & . 108 mition
MMassachise 8 FEOO0 million i "
. -~ 5 an o s 148
Michigan 331 84 miflion Wast i
Minnesote 118 431 $1.556 miltion

$443 mitiion

$400 mi
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How Transportation Projects
Are Funded with Federal Dollars

State/MPO
Long Range Plan

State/MPO TIP

Federal Funding of a
Transportation Project

State submits project to federal agency.

After thorough federal review, federal

funds are committed {or obligated) to the

project. (No federal funds have been sent

to the state at this point).

Depending on size and complexity,
project is advertised, bids reviewed, and
contract awarded (approximately four to
six week process).

Work commences.

State pays contractor for work completed.
State seeks reimbursement from the
appropriate federal agency.

Federal funds are sent to the state.

AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION

Apportion Dollars to States

Federal Approvél 2;f“Project Package
(Obiigation of Federal Doliars)

State Conducts Bidding Process
for Contractor Selection

Lowest Qualified Bidder Selected

E
Work Commences

Contractor Bills State

State Processes Bill and Pays
from State Treasury

State Seeks Reimbursement
from Federal Treasury

Federal Treasury Transmits
Funds to State

OUTLAY OF FEDERAL DOLLARS
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PROJECTS AND PAYCHECKS A ONE-YEAR REPORY ON STATE TRANSPORT

At-a-Glance

During the first year of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, states and transit agen-

cies have produced real jobs and real improvements to the nation’s transportation infrastructure.

State departments of transportation have shown that they can get the job done, on time and
under budget.

The Facts®:

= As of December 31, $26.4 billion, or 77 percent of the $34.3 billion provided for highways and
transit, has been put out to bid on 12,250 projects.

= Within this total, 10,600 projects {totaling $22.6 billion) are under contract.

® Across the nation, work has begun on 9,240 projects totaling $20.6 billion—60 percent of the
total available highway and transit formula funds.

» Work has been completed on 3,150 projects.

» The Federal Highway Administration reports that as of January 29:
~ 11,100 highway projects have won federal approval to proceed;
- 7,050 highway projects are under contract or ready to proceed; and
- 2,140 highway projects are already completed.

u As of February 4, the Federal Transit Administration reported:
- Ithad obligated $7.23 billion of its recovery funding to over 700 projects, nearly 87 percent of

available funding.

Another 220 project applications, valued at $1.07 billion were under review. If approved, FTA
will have distributed $8.3 billion to aver 920 projects nationwide.
= Bids have come in across the country at 10 to 30 percent under estirnates, leading to more work

being accomplished.

State Improvements Are Leading to Long-Lasting Results
As of January 7, 2010:
= 1,125 bridges had been improved, replaced, or newly constructed.
m 21,400 miles of pavernent were either improved, resurfaced, or widened.
= 1,700 safety traffic nanagement projects were implemented.
= Over 630 miles of bike lanes, sidewalks, or environmental mitigation projects were underway.
» 7,450 buses have been purchased and 1,637 bus shelters constructed.

Real People Are Working Real Jobs
® 280,000 direct, on-project jobs have been created or sustained across the country.
= Total employment from these projects, which includes direct, indirect, and induced jobs, reaches
almost 890,000 jobs.
# Nearly 70 percent of transportation contractors received recovery work.

(1) Data supplied by the House Transportation and Infrastructure Commitiee, based on state reporting,
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The Untold Transportation Success Stories
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® The projects

® The paychecks

Transportation projects mean paychecks and a hetter future for America
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SUCCESSES UNDER THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT

= Arkansas moved swittly to repave highways in 47 of its 75 counties, investing $50 million to reha-

bilitate some 170 miles of highway.
= Nevada's project to install a new asphalt surface and rehabilitate four bridge decks near Rye Patch in
rural Pershing County pumped $1 million in direct payroll into a local economy sutfering 10 percent

unemployment.

Interstate Rehabilitation
‘The $27.5 billion in highway funding from the recovery program allowed states to address some of their
most urgent projects—the rehabilitation and improvement of their aging interstates.
® Work began in May on a resurfacing and bridge repair project on a three-mile section of 1-74 in Mo-
line, Hlinois, in which 10 bridges will be repaired.
= Jowa is resurfacing 10 miles of interstate and replacing four sets of twin bridges on 1-29 in Warren
County. The construction schedule has been reduced from six to four years far the full project.
= Maine rehabilitated 24 miles of 1-295 Northbound between Topsham and Gardiner, the state's top

highway priority, and the route traveled by 70 percent of the state's economy.

w Rhode Island kicked off its resurfacing of I-95 using $7.7 million in recovery funds. The proj
cluded a performance-based incentive based on smoothness of the roadway’s final inish, a specifica-

tion which will now be used in all of the state’s freeway paving projects.

Bridges
Recovery projects also resulted in improvements to 1,125 of the nation's bridges, the states reported as

of January 7.

Bridge projects have included 571 bridge replacements, 506 bridge improvements, and 48 new bridge
construction projects.
= Pennsylvania, New York, and Indiana each reported over 100 bridge projects paid for by ARRA funds,
with the majority of funding going to replace aging structures.

® New Jersey is addressing 23 struciurally deficient bridges using recovery funds, one fourth of the
structurally deficient bridges in the state. Some $73 million in ARRA funding is going to the Route
52 Causeway Replacement, in which two moveable bridges are being replaced with a high-level fived
span, in addition to providing numerous enhancements.
= The $70 million rehabilitation of 1-244 in Tulsa, Oklahoma, will include repairs to 40 bridges on this
vital access route serving the downtown business district.
Safety

Safety improvements were made to 1,688 miles of highway nationwide, according to data reported to the
House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee.

s Recovery funding in Indiana allowed the installation of 75 miles of cable safety barxiers on inters
medians on [-70, 1-74, 1-63, 1-65, 1-64, and [-265. A two-year study of earlier cable safety barrie

found that while 114 vehicles hit the cable on I-65, not a single crossover crash or fatality occurred,

5

proof that these investments save lives and reduce injuries.

A

c
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AND PAYCHECKS A ONE-YEAR REPORT ON STATE TRANSPORTA

w Gven modest grants can make a significant difference in safety. Massachusetts invested $613,000 in
recovery funds for a Safe Routes to School project in Northampton where new sidewalks and rajsed

crosswalks will make students’ walks safer along busy Jackson Street.

Environment and Enhancements
States also invested in transportation enhancements such as bike lanes, sidewalks, and environmental
mitigation, making such improvements to some 635 miles.

= Five years after Hurricane Katrina and Rita submerged two-thirds of the roads in Orleans and St.
Bernard Parishes, Louisiana is still working to repair its highway system. The state invested $9.8 mil-
lion in 26 projects equating to 20 roadway miles, including rebuile sidewalks, shared-use bike lanes,
dedicated bike lanes, and trees.
Massachusetts devoted $60 million to three bike and pedestrian projects including the final link in

the Charles River park and pathway network by constructing a 700-foot-long bridge over the MBTA
commuter tracks. The project completes the vision of providing continuous access along the Charles

River to Boston Harbor.

Pavement Widening
Stares have reported to Congress that pavement widening for safety and congestion relief has been un-
dertaken for 623 miles.
= Pavement widening will ease congestion at the interchange of the Palmetto Expressway and Dolphin
Expressway in Miami-Dade County, Florida. The $589 million interstate reconstruction will include
construction of over 40 bridges. It is the final part of a 16-mile improvement to the Palmetto Ex-
pressway.

In the northern suburbs of Detroit, a five-mile section of M-59 has been a serious bottleneck fora

decade, as an otherwise six-lane highway was reduced to four lanes. A $50 million project will widen
the road to three lanes in each direction, including replacement of six bridges and rehabilitation of

three more. An estimated 1,214 jobs have been created or saved because of the project.

New Construction

New construction of 230 miles of highways has also been made possible by recovery funds. While smallin
proportion to pavement preservation, the new highway construction is seen as key to economic develop-
ment and to congestion relief.
w The $432 million 1-4/Selmon Expressway Connector in Hillsboraugh County, Florida, is 2 new toll
road using recovery funds. [t wili connect the two highways and provide thousands of trucks direct
access to the Port of Tampa and the interstate, improving the efficient movement of goods through

out the region.

Owensboro, Kentucky, the third-largest city in the state, has been hard-hit by the recession, with un-
employment around 9 percent. Construction of the US 60 Bypass Extension, a $37.6 million project
including $27 million in recovery funds, will be part of a new four-lane corridor connecting the city to

lnterstate 64 at Dale, Indiana. It will also provide better access to schools and a new hospital.
P
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PROJECTS AND PAYCHECKS A ONE-YEAR REPORT ON STATE TRANSPORTA

announced the award of grants to 31 states and the District of Columbia. (www.highspeed-rail.org),

Grant awards ranged from $2.34 billion to four projects in California to planning funds to enable other
states to move forward with intercity passenger rail projects for possible future funding.

® In Florida, some $1.25 billion in recovery grants will go toward the creation of a new high-speed rail
corridor that connects Tampa Bay, Orlando, Miami, and other communities in central and south
Flovida;
North Carolina and Virginia received $620 million in funding for improverments to 480 miles of track

in the Southeast Corridor connecting Charlotte, Raleigh, Richmond, and Washington, DG

Wisconsin and Minnesota will receive some $823 million to upgrade, build, and plan 441 miles of

track to establish intercity passenger rail service between Milwaukee and Madison by 2013. Improve-
ments between Chicago and Milwaukee will ultimately reduce travel time by more than 30 percent
and increase maximum speeds from 79 mph 0 110 mph. Eventually, passengers will be able to travel
from Chicago to the Twin Cities at a top speed of 110 mph. saving time and energy.

“This historic day is the culmination of more than a decade of work by state DOTs across the country to
revive passenger rail as a major transportation option in America,” said Gene Conti, Secretary of the North
1t of Transpertation and Chair of the AASHTO Standing Comrmittee on Rail. "This is

also anly the beginning of that resurgence. States stand ready to plan, build, and deliver high-speed rail

for the United Stares.”
Meanwhile, Amtrak put some $1.3 billion in recovery funds to work, including $450 million for capital
security grants. Amtrak estimates that its ARRA-funded projects will create approximately 4,600 jobs or

8.800 full-time equivalent positions over 2 years.

Among the Amtrak projects funded with the recovery program grants were:

» $100 million for facility repair across the nation;
® Return of wrecked rail cars and locomotives to service;
® Repair and replacement of aged Amtrak-owned rail bridges in the Northeast; and

= Construction of new facilities to serve growing nurnbers of commuters

A full description of Amtrak projects is available at:
higp//, mtrak.com/serviet/ContentServer/Page/1241245669222/1241 256467360,

Further examples of state projects, by state or by kind of improvement, can be accessed at the new AAS-

HTO website: www.recovery.transportation.org.
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CHAPTER 2

Constyucting Jobs: The P@%}gﬁ@ Behind the Stimulus Numbers

k Buholm, and Bich MeKinney were all out of work for months before landing jobs
1 County tine MOV project,
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ON SUCCESSES UNDER THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT

APPENDICES

¢ Summary of Highway Projects. Federal Highway Administration........... 22
& Miles Improved by Recovery Act Highway and Bridge Funds ................. 23
* Bridges Improved by Recovery Act Highway and Bridge Funds............... 24
o States Put Recovery FundstoWork ... 25
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PROITECTS ANDRD PAYCTHECLCKS A ONE-YEAR REPORT ON STATE TRANSPORTA

Swmmary of Highway Projects. Federal Highway Administration. As of January 29, 2010

Conrecticut

Delawsre
Distrct of Colmbia
Federal Lands
Florida
Getrgia
G
Hawal 5.3 598,324,601
idaho 5172.706,553
Cdogs )
inana
EO\Vak
Kansas $348,242,169
Kentucky $320,82
Lovisians $433,018,357
daine 5137.552,032
Magiand 415524777
Mossothusetts  © $336,304,357
Michigan
Viesota
Misstssippt
M OL’y’;
Montana
N Mariana
Nebraska 231,739,279
CNedsTgo01,352460
New Hampshire 123440358
Mewlersey | BESL774.480
New Mexico :
Neow York
North Carofisa
Horth Dakota

$275,330,284
‘SL.O 579,002
‘S\OSOOO,DGO B

586
181,019,000
$525,090,271

Wyaring
TOTAL: | 524,074,418.854
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Natiama
daska
Arzana
Arkansas
Caifornia
Colorado
Camecticut
" Delavare
Gistict of Coluéia
Florida
Georgia
" Hawai
aho
flincia
ndiana
lowa
Hangss
Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

and

Massachuselts
Wickigan
Minasota

&

ERpueet
3

sippt
Missour

o
&Ry

Mostana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampsiire

i SR

Panasyivania

South Carclina
South Bakota
Tannessee

Yirginia

Wes Virginia

Wiscansin

X 3534
3015 3b 136 a 3521
e
332 358
Virgn tsands 5 04 ¥
Nefonal | 2303 | 1976650 1,558.80 L0 2395630

Source: Honse Comomsittee o Transpartation and Infrastractire
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PROJECTS AND PAYCHECDCKS A ONE-YEASR REPFPORT ON STATE TRANSPORTA

Bridges Improved by Recovery Act Highway and Bridge Funds. As of January 29, 2010

1
Arkansas s e 7
Colffornia ’ 2 g
Colorada n 4

Commectiout s 4 13

" Delaware s 3
elawace 3 p
Florids i6 : ) H 18
Georgia 28 : 28
R = . . =
e . e
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e fy o
lowe 5 ) - 2 Ty
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Kentutky i ’ i
Ladlsiana 2 12
Maine : 5 3 8
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Massachusetts 3 2 5 :
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Mississiopi 5 i ) it}

- g 6 2 i7
Nantana 3 < 7
Nebraska 7 15 B
RO s . N . . :

ey Hasmpstire ) E R

" New Jersey 5 4 1
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Pennsyivania 31
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3 6
[ 8
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i 3
i 1
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States Put Recovery Funds to Work. As of December 31, 2008

Alabama

ES

CHighway infrastructure vestment | $513,692,083 | S448.610,958 114 $386,995,000 13
U Transt Copitel fssistance . $40,132,290 $12977.420 0 7 " soeszass - 2
o Total $553,824,373 5461588378 | 121 §396,677.489 | 15
Alaska o
“Highway Infrastructure Investment . $175,461,487 $125,300,471 15 §05.765222 2
Transit Capital Assistance | S40,868579 . 337190073 22 $20995030 | 1
Totat $216330.066  $162490584 37 . $116760,252 ¢ 3
Arizona
Highway Infrastructure Investment |~ $520,011,019 $342,228316 | 163 | $32B.660626 21
" Transt Capital Assistance 595921878 = $97.112399 24 $2055363 @ 4
 Total ‘ $620.832,897 | 5439340715 | 187 $349,214,262 25
‘Arkansas )
rure '$351,544,468 | 5254,827379 | 80 $196,009323 = 53
" Transit Capita 820573849 519636947 19 % 6
- Total $372,118317  $274464326 . 99 59
California -
Highway Infrastructure vestment | $2.562,945,050 | $2210.845777 | 379 | $1213100,799 | 144
" Transt Cepital Assistance 5803,266.404 | $767496440 218 $506,130413 85
T m T 53356211463 1 $2.978,342217 | 597 $1,719.232,212 | 229
‘ CQ%O(édo o
Highway Infrastructure lnvestr 385,324,130 | 303414765 | 65 $285.234,188 . 15
Jransit Capital Assistance ; o 128.5 27 $71,955,739 5
o 2 $387,188927 20
ije!éware
Highway Infrastructure vestment . $121,828,650 $65.362827 | A1 | $64962826 . 3
Transit Capital Assistance $19,000000 | S17.994157 4 | 817700767 . 0
. $140,828,650 @ $83356984 35 582663593 3
Hbis‘trict of Columbia N
Highway Infrastructure fvestment | $123,507,842 | $102,969,650 12 99,223,833 1
Transit Capital Assistance $184,083,396 5182478396 | 17 $123,483,722 1
Total $307,591,238 $285,448,055 PR ' §222,707,555 2

Source: House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure



151

PROJECTS ANO FAYCHECKS A ONE-YEAR REPORT ON STATE TRANSFORTY?

States Put Recovery Funds to Work. As of December 31, 2009. Continued

Florida
Highway Infrastructure Investment . §1,346,042,707 | $1.231,623,708 | 342 5000208438 39
Transt Capital Assistence | 277,775,773 $231,373967 . 186 . 9701188 . 73
Total $1,623818480 = $1.462997,675 528 . $1,006320124 112
Georgia
Highway Infrastructure lnvestment . $906,585,680 = $778,434.041 262 | $685215,135 0
7 Transt Capital Assistace. | $128,782318 116,801,656 9 $43973731 0
Yol | 51035367908 895335897 271 5720188866 0
T
Highway Infrastructure Investment .~ $125,746380 | $98,061,066 12 $40,798,138 0
 Teansit Capiial Assistance $43,982,583 | $43582583 4 $2,888971 0
e $169.328963 . S141643849 16 $43687059 O
tﬁﬁiana
| Highway Infrastructure Investment $65‘7,§6?,‘7‘O7‘ 3479%0,%67 : “élé ‘““547‘9,946,367 236
7 ransi Capital Assistance .~ $76,642,415 561,430,068 S1  © $52.936159 . 15
Total U e734610,122 $B41370,436 | 867 $532876,526 . 251
fowa
Highway Infrastructure Investment | $357,623,007 | $355,081,150 | 236 $344,107466 48
Transit Capital Assistance 435,640,339 333034369 90 527,861,169 6
Total ©$393,263,346 $388,115519 306 $371968635 @ 84
Kansas ) )
Highway Infrastructure Investment | $347,817,167 | $278,886,370 - 11
Transit Capital Assistance $25,2@3,15é [ ‘$2Q530‘,1?2‘ ) il : 5
Total U 5373020325 | $299.416,542 9%  5257,086047 @ 16
Kentucky
Highway Infrastructure lnvestment $420,854,991 | $393,081,273 ¢ 58 H $31969209 e
Transit Capital Assistance $49,375,837 546365491 96 | S3a777.982 | 44
T ol 3470230828 | $439446.764 | 154 $354,470,391 46
Louisiana
Highway Infrastructure Investment $429,859,427 $347,658,498 51 $240,095,715 ¢
Transit Capital Assistance $50,054,743 538,770,415 108 $24,918,185 B4
Total 5479914170 $386.428913 156 | 5265013.900 54

Source: House Committes on Transportation and Infrastructure
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States Put Recovery Punds to Work. As of Decerber 31, 2009, Continued

Maine

Highway Infrastructure fvestment | $130,752,032 $130752032 71 | $130752032 42
" Transh Capita Assistence | 513,266,105 | $13,266306 3 510813176 0
Total T 5144018137 144,018,137 74 5141565208 | 42
Mary!amf o
Highway Infrastruchure fvestment | $431,034,777 | 3403213939 107 $266581083 . 14
“Transit Capital Assistance $136550087 | 5110234014 . 46 | $85.881996 . 12
U w0 ssersmsed | 9513448853 183 $352,463079 | 26
Michigan
Highway Infrastructure ivestment | $847.204.834 743671443 392 | 573896200 © 219
| vensitCopital Assistance 5135445273 $92149.553 109 $53572811 | 34
U w0 oomr65007  $835820,096 501 S6R7ABO0IL 253
Minnésété
Fighway Infrastructure Investment . $602,284.177 . $504.899.837 = 156 $360,924,591 68
T ansit Capital Assistance | $93.341542  $78510954 79 U Usea6T1065 | 50
Tl 595625719 5583410791 . 235 $405595,656 | 118
Nﬁiésiésippi )
Highway Infrastructure Investment . $354.564,343 5334316586 77 $292584,063 22
T Tansk Capital Assistance | $20552566  $12478492 21 S$12256604 @ O
Total $375,116,909 $345,795078 98 304840867 22
’ e : I N
Highway Infrastructure Investment 7121984 | $630786,626 . 199 | 5418130310 | 98
U iansh Capil Assistance | $01.683.858 | $82447111 | 40 . $3389RE24 19
Total $728,805,842 13,233,737 239 | 452,029,134 & 117
Montana
Highway Infrastructire Investment | 211,793,391 | $195,999,083 | 763,803
T Tanst Capital Assistance | 515611710 | SI561L710 16 $7,049 615
Total T s227405101 | $212610793 | 86 | 179713418 |
Nebraska
Highway Infrastructuse lnvestment | $235,589,279 62 . $167,679,170 12
Transit Capital Assistance $23,790,610 2 $13,584,397 9
Totat $259,379,889 88 $181,263,567 21

Source: House Committee on Transp fon and Inf cture
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PROJECTS AND PAYCHECKS A DMNE-YEAR REPORT ON STATE TRANSPQOQRTES

009, Continued

States Put Recovery Funds to Work. As of December 3

Mevada .
Highway Infrastructure Tvestment | $201,352,460 $129,359,883 22 s92,731.988 2
Transit Capital Assistance $49463770 - $47403,308 . 21 $43,851,274 3
Total $250,816,230 $176.763,191 43 $136,583.262 5
) New J‘érse‘y“ o
| Highway Infrastructure wvestment | $651,774480 | §515023,061 | 53 544,679,601 1
" Teansit Capital Assistance $361,539,801 $303,541,676 1 $2710%313 0 0
CTetaS1013314281 | SBIBB6A737 . 84 ST571BSls 1
 ighway Inrastructure vestment - $252,644,377 | $228,776.957 | 18 4153910188 ¢ 0
" Transit Capital Assistance 327,518,452 527518452 34 $18553519 °  ©
‘ Total sus0162820 5256205400 | 52 | S172.463707 | ©
New York
Highway Infrastructure nvestment ~ | §945,218,728 $1,120684.723 308 $677,504,588 76
© Transit Capital Assistance $1,191,483,964  $1.019,876285 70 932,511,418 10
" otal ‘ $2,136,707,687  $2140561,008 378 $1,610016006 . 86
: Morth Carolina
‘Highway‘S'n‘fr‘a‘structure‘!gveémlen{ 37"0 5§2,684 : S?OG&Z?,AZS T $532,469621 1
" Transit Capital Assistance $99,519, 78496108 53 $32,434,404 6
O jeml . $830,111,850  $784.918.53 308 | 4564904075 & 17
North Dakota
| Highway nfrastructure Investment $170,1 $166,744,374 $131,667,378 2
| Transit Capitat Assistance . $10,997,089 © $10,997,089 | 10 54,908,794 3
o Total N $181,123586  S177,741463 | 129 . S136576172 | 5
P
Highway Infrastructure Investment | $935.677,030 $641,049939 | 201 422,778,551 47
Transit Capital Assistance | $164.269,076 $128,835726 | 270 $108,519,803 97
Tl | 51,099,946106 | 5769885685 | 471 $631,208,354 | 144
Oklahoma
Highway Infrastructure Investment | S464,656.225 | 5416,826785 | 173 | S41L363.800 | 57
" Transit Capital Assistarce $35,798,236 531,848,236 @ 26 $19,578,206 1
o Total $500,453 461 5448674021 199 $430942,006 | 58

Seurce: House C 7 or Transportation and Inf pRer
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N SUCCESSES UNDER THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINRVESTMENY ACT

States Put Recovery Funds to Work. As of Decernbear 31, 2009, Continted

3 Pgnnsyivania
Highway Infrastructure Investment = $1,026,429,012 $1,018,3725,654 293 $928,282,392 89
Transit Caphal Assistance $289,779,964 ¢ $194,620,984 | 78 $221,520,992 15

Total 81086208976 | $1212,046638 | 369 | $1,149.803384 105

) 'Pﬁefto'Rico

Vighway Infrastructure vestment . $105,000.000 ©  $71.671,791 6 517043964 | 0
T Yransi Capital Assistance | 557.102729 | $39.401918 | 4 Ts23oeeats . 0
T ww T  sie2i02729 0 S11L073709 0 10 540110413 . ©
Rhode ‘sﬁané
ighway Infrastructore Investment | $137,095,725 | 5123686,413 | 44 $97,994,118 18
“anst Copitel Assistance | $38,001,658 s24906000 1 52100000 ©
Tt $175097,383  S148592413 45 $100,094118 @ 18
South Carolina B
! Highway Infrastructure tovestment : gé‘ﬁé,ﬂgi‘;d% 5408,8?835? R ) 5388788516 Z%
" Transit Capital Assistance 528,504,202 sorgo17s0 | 18 | slzaesinl . 0
oW 5491585685 | 9430780142 | 142 . SA01256627 | 23
Sduth ﬁakéta '
Highway infrastructure fovestment | $183,027,350 | $173,152906 | 23 | S128127,108 1 6
Transit Copital Assistance  + 57,372,825 $6642,706 36 3208303 | 32
Total $190,400,184 §179.795612 59 $131338411 38
Tennessee
Highway Infrastructure Investment $572,201,043 $515,708,749 247 5492,653,204 | 136
Transit Copital Assistance  $73,716,802 360,585,249 66 S42778927 . 22
Total U Useaso17845 | $576293998 | 313 | 9535432131 | 158
Texas
| Mighway Infrastracture Investment | 52,250,015,146  $1,488,331,424 450 81275455181 ¢ 112
Transit Capltal Assistance 367891810 |  S354608657 198 | S281631585 115
Total $2617,906956 | 51842940081 | 648 | 51557086766 | 227
Vermont
zHighwaylnirastmctureinvgstmem $125,791,291 $116,377,021 . 36 $101,450,350 | 20
Transit Capital Assistance 55,680,572 $5,680,572 13 4
Total S131471.863 | $122057,593 49 24

Sowrce: House Cormittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
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PROIECTS ANGO PAYOHECKS A ONE-YEAR REFPORT ON STATE TRANSPOGRTS

States Put Recovery Funds to Work. As of December 31, 2009, Continued

Virginia
: Highway Infrastructure investment 5694,460,823 $411,601,654 40 $296,472,240 11
Transit Capital Assistance . $68,357,834 $55153488 44 $35,179,278 3
Total 2818657 S466755142 | 84 | S33LEBLEI8 | 14
" Washington B
Highvey Infrastuctre bvestment | SA91,817337 | 409004899 | 171 | $300487675 88 |
~ Transi Capital Assistance | $163681,185 5168681003 @ 62 §151,110964 28
Total | s6e0498522  S577eE5002 133 $541508639 116
West Virginia
Highway Inrastructure lvestment ~ $210,852,204 | S184,412000 108 $182080096 45
U Transit Capital Assistance | $18366.136 | 513935378 86 | S104¢ i
ol $229218,340  $198347378 | 194 50
Wiscénsin
Highway Infrastructure vestment $529,111,915 $363,661,398 221 B ’3363,292,@9 T
Transit Gap $43034528 = 37 $42,478,462 7"
o $406,695926 258 . 405770961 @ 82
) Wyorﬁéngr )
Highway Infrastructure fvestment $157,6816,058 $157,616,058 &4 ; 58 | 17
Transit Capital Assistance $9,300399  $7.898605 @ 18 ¥ 7
T ol  $166,916,457 $165514753 82 S CE

Source: House Committee on Transpertation and Infrastructure
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Answers to Questions Submitted by Congressman John L. Mica to Nancy J.
Richardson, Director, lowa Department of Transportation

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S. House of Representatives
Hearing on “Recovery Act: Progress Report for Highway, Transit, and Wastewater
Infrastructure Formula Investments”
March 26, 2010

Question #1: Your testimony states that $25 million in ARRA funding is being spent on
replacement of vehicies for rural transit agencies. What is the ridership of these rural transit
services and how many jobs are created by replacing the small vehicles they utilize?

Answer #1:

My testimony referenced the $25 million that lowa was apportioned from the Recovery Act
under transit’s small urban (areas under 200,000 population) and rural program. Given the
project criteria for these funds, replacement of aging buses that have exceeded Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) guidelines was the most effective use of the funds in lowa. lowa has 16
regional transit systems which provide rural service throughout the state and 15 transit systems
in our small urban areas (areas under 200,000 population). These 31 transit systems provided
15,905,200 rides in CY 2009.

Most of the transit jobs supported through the Recovery Act were located with the bus
manufacturers. In lowa, some local contracts to get the new buses ready for operation,
including the installation of the farebox and security cameras, provided additional iocat job
support. In addition to manufacturing-oriented jobs, the purchase of transit vehicles with
Recovery Act funds also impacted and supported employment in supporting industries {(such as
parts suppliers) and through induced employment due to increased consumer expenditures
resulting from wages to the manufacturing-oriented and supporting industries’ employees.

The $25 million of Recovery Act funds allocated 1o these transit agencies in lowa funded the
purchase of 216 vehicles. Small bus and van manufacturers reported an average of 188
manufacturing hours per vehicle, resulting in an estimated 20 vehicle manufacturing jobs (based
on a job equaling 2080 hours per year) being supported. This estimate does not include the job
impact for supporting industries or through the economic multiplier benefits associated with the
investment. Nor does it account for any benefits resulting from increased or more dependable
access to jobs provided by transit service or the increased safety and reliability due to
replacement of vehicles that far exceeded federal standards for vehicle life.

Question #2” You claimed in your testimony that Recovery Act funding is a “gift that keeps on
giving” in regards to the fact that improvements to the transportation system provide long term
benefits. Yet most of the ARRA money according to the graph in your testimony is going to
pavement improvements. How do pavement improvernents create long term, sustainable jobs?

Answer #2. The “gift that keeps on giving” statement in my testimony was a reference to the
long-term benefits that users receive from transportation infrastructure investments, inciuding
the pavement improvements made possible by Recovery Act funds. Pavement improvements
result in smoother, safer, less costly and more reliable travel which will have a long-lasting
economic impact - the users of the system benefit for years to come. These investments do
not provide value for just one or two years while being constructed - i.e., the immediate job
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impact -- but they sustain and support the country’s economic vitality for years to come by
providing an improved transportation system to move people and goods.

Question #3: Your testimony stated that transportation unemployment still exceeds 20%. Has
the overall fransportation unemployment number in lowa gone down at all since the stimulus
was enacted?

Answer #3: lowa’s seasonally adjusted unemployment rate is at 6.8 percent. March 2010 was
the third consecutive month of job growth for the state with growth seen in most sectors of
lowa’s economy. Professional and business services added temporary staff in both blue collar
and white-collar occupations. Government employment increased primarily due to gains in local
education payroll and temporary hiring of workers by the federal government for the 2010
Census. lowa is now entering its construction season and increases in that sector are
anticipated as well.

Specific to the highway construction activity, each year lowa surveys all of the contractors with
contracts as a result of our lettings for the number of employees during the last week of July.
This point-in-time contractor employment number, during the peak of lowa’s construction
season, increased from 4,005 in 2008 to 5,268 in 2009. This nearly 32% increase in
construction-oriented employment is directly related to the additional work resulting from the
Recovery Act. Additionally, the number of contractors (prime or subcontract) working on
projects let through the lowa DOT also increased by 33% from 318 contractors in 2008 to 423
contractors in 2009.

It is also important to reiterate a point in my testimony. Commercial construction activity
essentially came to a halt with the recession, and it has been the public sector that has filled the
void. A substantial majority of contractor work is now coming from the public sector. Without
the transportation projects made possible by the Recovery Act, many more contractors would
have shut their doors completed.

Question #4: You spent a large amount of time in your testimony talking about the need for
upgrades to America’s fransportation capacity, saying we will face an over-congestion crisis if
something is not done. Yet your testimony shows that a massive amount of the Recovery Act
funds were spent on pavement improvements. How do pavement improvements increase the
capacity as opposed to new infrastructure construction?

Answer #4: The backlog of transportation investment needs is substantial and includes both
capacity and preservation needs. In my testimony, | did not mean to give the impression that
capacity needs were more critical or that they should be accomplished first. Many assert that it
is most critical to address the preservation needs of the system first. Regardless of one’s
viewpoint of which is more critical, the bottom line is that there are significant critical needs in
both preservation and capacity. The time constraints included in the Recovery Act for obligating
and expending funds resulted in most states and local jurisdictions focusing a majority of their
Recovery Act resources on preservation work. Expending Recovery Act resources on
preservation addressed existing critical system needs and will allow states and local
jurisdictions to use more of their state, local and regular federal-aid transportation funds on
needed capacity projects that take longer to develop.

Question #5: According to your testimony 46.3% of DOT backiog for system rehabilitation,
whereas 44.6% was for system expansion. Why then is almost all of the ARRA money being
spend on system rehabilitation?
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Answer #5. The AASHTO 2009 Bottorn Line Report documents that 46.3% of backlog for
needed investment was for system rehabilitation, and 44.6% was for system expansion. As
discussed in the previous response, both preservation of the existing system and expansion of it
are needed and important. Congress imposed time requirements on the commitment and
expenditure of the Recovery Act funds which impacted the types of projects which could
reasonably be funded and completed within the requirements. The lead time necessary for
undertaking system expansion projects made the use of Recovery Act funds, which carried
short-term deadlines, impossible for most of those types of projects. Fortunately, the Recovery
Act funds made it possible for states and local jurisdictions to reduce the preservation backlog
which should help free up some future state, local and regular federal aid funds for capacity
projects that take longer to develop.
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Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica and Members of the Committee, my name is
Jeffrey Wharton and I am President of IMPulse NC LLC. Thank you for this opportunity
to present testimony regarding the job creation and retention impacts of the public transit

investments included in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA).

IMPulse is a transit manufacturing firm located in Mount Olive, NC. We currently
employ 30 direct employees (factory workers, engineers, and administrative staff).
However, we have a large nationwide sub-supplier base that employs hundreds of jobs to
support our transit business. Our product is Overhead Contact Hardware, which is used
to support the wires that feed power for Light Rail Trains, Streetcar, Vintage Trolley and
Electric Trolleybus. We are an “infrastructure” manufacturer. Our product line dates
back to 1888 through the Ohio Brass Company (which we own the overhead hardware
line). IMPulse is a Marmon Group / Berkshire Hathaway Company. We are a member
of the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) and I serve on the APTA

Board of Directors, but my testimony today is on behalf of my company.

I am pleased to report that IMPulse’s new project business has grown 35% in 2009 and
expected to grow at least another 10% to 15% in 2010. I do not believe my business
would have survived without the investment in public transportation by way of the
ARRA stimulus funding. In 2009, ARRA partially funded projects accounted for 46% of
my total sales. In 2010, I anticipate the ARRA type funded projects will account for 62%

of my total sales.

IMPulse’s ARRA funded projects include: the Los Angeles Gold Line extension; San
Francisco MUNI infrastructure improvements; San Diego electrification improvements;
the Denver West Corridor line; the Pittsburgh North Shore Connector; various Dallas
extensions; the Salt Lake City Mid Jordan line; Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
improvements; and the Portland Streetcar Eastside Loop project through the New Starts

program.
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We recognize that most of these projects were already in the funding pipeline as new
capital transit projects and the ARRA complemented other funding streams and expedited
said projects already in place. As the program and project authorizations under
SAFETEA-LU approached expiration, ARRA funding served as an important bridge

between that bill and the next authorization bill.

Therefore, not all of the aforementioned sales contained 100% ARRA funding, since
ARRA provided a partial amount of the total funding for each of these project sales.
However, the funding pipeline is very dry when it comes to existing operations and
maintenance. Hence, we have seen a 10% decline in the aftermarket orders. I know this
lack of funding for “State of Good Repair” is a serious issue for the transit agencies and
operators and it appears to be getting worse. In addition, many of these transit agencies

are cutting service and raising fares.

In talking with my supply partners, T have come to learn how much they have relied on

my business due to the tough economy.

Shirley Gaines, the President of Synehi Castings, a women-owned business, located in
Greenwood, SC, told me that IMPulse has kept her business afloat. Over the past year
and a half, with the decline in the automotive industry, she was able to keep 36 jobs

through the orders received by IMPulse and the ARRA funded projects.

John Petro, a third generation owner for Warsaw Foundry in Warsaw, Indiana has been
able to maintain 44 jobs, down from 65, due to the pick up in transit orders directly from
IMPulse. John stated that the only sales growth in his business has been the transit orders
from IMPulse. He has been in a survival mode. Warsaw was founded in 1923 and this is
the worst it has ever been. With all the spending going on, this area, the transit market,

truly makes sense and provides the biggest bang for the buck, according to John.

Mac Flynn, Plant Manager for the Brost Foundry that operates two locations, one in

Mansfield, Ohio and the other in Cleveland has come to rely very heavily on IMPulse and



164

the transit work. IMPulse accounted for over 29% of his business in 2008-2009 and
definitely helped keep 50 to 60 employees gainfully employed. Brost has been in
business since 1910 and hopes to stay in business another 100+ years. Transit has

become a very important part of their business plan.

Lastly, Korns Galvanizing Company located in Johnstown, PA has been able to keep 44
jobs through IMPulse’s transit orders. Previously, it relied mostly on commercial work
and IMPulse accounted for a small portion of the total business. Today, IMPulse is one
of the larger accounts. This company has been in operation since 1916 and if not for the
funding of transit and the quick implementation of economic stimulus and jobs funding,
they too, would have been required to make some deep cuts and difficult decisions

affecting the livelihood of its workforce.

1 could go on and on with suppliers in Texas, California, Illinois, Washington, etc. As
you can see, the 30 person IMPulse manufacturing plant in Mount Olive, NC has
impacted businesses throughout the U.S. and the ARRA funds, for those projects that we

have been successful in obtaining, has directly contributed to saving hundreds of jobs.

In looking forward, the Rail supply picture has a semi-rosy tint, at least for another year.
Public interest for public transit is at an all time high. When was the last time you heard
a President place such emphasis on public transit in an Inauguration address. We see new
transit lines that are ready to move forward that include: a new subway under Chinatown
in San Francisco; the Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport Peoplemover; the MEGA Houston
Light Rail project; the Minneapolis Central Corridor project; and the Honolulu High
Capacity Transit Corridor. Let us not forget all the new Streetcar lines, such as Tucson,
Cincinnati, Seattle, Ft. Lauderdale, Des Moines, Charlotte, among others. There are over

100 cities that want Streetcar projects.

But with all that said, the key will be the quick execution of a long term, sustainable
authorization funding bill, along with a better way to streamline the Small Starts

program, applying a fair formula that takes into account the enormous economic impact
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resulting from new Streetcar systems. Let’s face it, transportation is the “backbone” of
the economy and public transit is an incredibly important aspect of our national surface

transportation system.

1 want to make substantial long term investments to grow my business and develop new
products and technologies that will improve public transit options. But I need a long term
vision from our elected officials. Ineed to understand the strategy being implemented to
provide sustainable and affordable public transportation for future generations. [ want to
pass on a legacy to my children and my children’s children that will make me and others

proud.

I want to thank this Committee for its steadfast leadership in advancing transportation
investment through ARRA and your efforts to pass a new Surface Transportation
Authorization bill, Let there be no mistake. There is a cliff fast approaching if we do not
continue to invest and recognize the immediate and invaluable benefit that public transit
provides for our economy, quality of life and the environment. Investing in public
transportation provides a high return on investment in America and creates great jobs.
Once again, I thank the Committee for holding this hearing and for allowing me the
opportunity to present my views. [ look forward to answering any questions you may

have.
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Responses to Questions submitted by Ranking Member John L. Mica - April 7, 2010

1. You mentioned that all of your sales were not completely funded by the
ARRA. What was the percentage of the total cost of your projecis funded
by ARRA money?

RESPONSE: Approximately 46% of my total sales for 2009 were funded by
ARRA allocated funding.

2. How many fobs were created in your firm itself through ARRA funding?

RESPONSE: IMPulse hired three positions (Engineering, Quality &
Manufacturing) during 2009 as a result of the sales volume, which we mainly
attribute to ARRA funding.

3. Throughout your testimony, you mentioned how your sub-suppliers have
been able to retain jobs in some cases. Have there been any cases of
new jobs created due to the increased orders from projects that received
ARRA funding?

RESPONSE: | am not aware of any new jobs created; only those that were
retained as a result of the ARRA funded orders as mentioned in my
testimony.

4. How many jobs are supported by installing overhead wires for light-
rail/streetcar projects?

RESPONSE: | do not have any data to indentify said number of jobs. | can
only state that there are many construction laborers (electricians, linemen,
crane & equipment operators), along with maintenance and engineering
positions needed for each new project that requires the installation of
overhead electric transit projects.

5. You mentioned that almost all of your projects were preexisting and were
just waiting for a funding vehicle in order to get started. Has there been
growth in the market in terms of new projects?

RESPONSE: | would say yes as based upon the increase in the bidding
stage for new projects. Furthermore, the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) New Starts report only cites 100 ongoing studies of projects that may
enter the New Starts pipeline, but there are many more that they have not
documented that may be under consideration in communities across the
country and being developed in regional and local plans and programs.
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6. Almost all of your projects seem to be government funded in one way or
another. Has there been any funding coming private investment in any of
them? Have private investors signaled interest in getting involved in the
light-rail/streetcar infrastructure business? Do you think private investors
would benefit by doing so?

RESPONSE: In the past the Portland Streetcar system was funding directly
by the City and | believe several of the local businesses contributed to this
project. In addition, | have seen investment being made by rail vehicle
manufacturers for new facilities and test tracks, resulting in order
opportunities for my business, such as Oregon lron Works’ new US Streetcar
facility in Oregon, and the Mitsubishi/Nippon Shario new test track in Chicago.
I am also seeing an increase in Design/Build/Operate/Maintain type projects
that require investment and finance from the Prime Contractor. | believe
there could be a market for further private investment, if it is also tied to a
revenue base for increased economic development.

In addition, there are a variety of case studies available on individual projects,
and each is unique. Public-private partnerships (PPPs) offer new
opportunities, but on a case by case basis. The private sector financing is
also leveraged by the public investment when light-rail/streetcar projecis are
implemented in conjunction with transit-oriented development (TOD) plans
and projects. In many of these cases, the non-rail private investments in a
TOD corridor are leveraged at levels as much as 6 to 1 (private to public).

7. Before the ARRA funding how were you able to sustain your business
without such large government funds?

RESPONSE: We have survived year to year on the federal investment via
SAFETEA-LU and various authorization extensions, with the exception of the
Portland Streetcar (City funded). This type of unpredictable and varying
funding does not enable us to invest and plan for long term growth. My sales
have seen jumps up and down of 25% that take its toll on my workforce. My
business has not been able to sustain any type of growth pattern as a result
of a fluctuating and unstable market. | hope to see a real potential for
growing my business if High Speed Rail becomes a successful reality and not
just a novelty. However, without a long term federal investment strategy
towards transit, | will need to look for a new business model and expand my
market elsewhere, in order to grow.

8. Have you or your sub-suppliers faced regulatory issues that have
prevented projects from being completed quickly ?

REPSONSE: We have bid on many projects with the caveat that the project
is subject to federal funding and the Agency is not obligating itself to the
project without said funds. At times we must wait several months before
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award while the Agency is awaiting its full funding agreement. At other times,
we have been underway in a project and either future State matching funds
have been re-prioritized and the project put on hold, or subsequent FY federal
allocations have not materialized as anticipated and impacted or delayed
completion of a project.

Responses to Questions submitted by Ranking Member John L. Mica —~ April 9, 2010

1. It sounds like Recovery Act funds have played a large role last year and
this year in order for the overhead catenary equipment that your company
manufactures. Do you fear a drop-off in orders for your company after the
Stimulus funds have made their way through?

RESPONSE: We are very concerned that once the ARRA money is spent
and no additional funding is provided, or we continue to see delays in passing
a long term transit funding bill, that our business and those of other transit
manufacturing companies will be severely impacted. We will continue to go
through the gyroscope of up and down years based on limited federal
investment towards transit. | hope that Congress sees the important and
immediate impact that funding transit has on the economy and jobs. Not to
forget its impact towards climate change and energy reduction.

2. | appreciate your comments about the need for a long-term, sustainable
authorization bill, and would like to follow up on some of the policy issues
you raised. Do you have any suggestions for how to streamliine the New
Starts or Small Starts programs?

RESPONSE: | am glad you asked. A new recommendation being developed
by the industry involves streamlining transportation decision-making, reducing
procedural redundancies and accelerating implementation of Section 5309
New Starts Major Capital Investment Projects by eliminating the requirements
for a federal Major Capital Investment Projects Alternatives Analysis. The
FTA is the only modal administration that requires a Major Capital Investment
Projects Alternatives Analysis, providing barriers to promotion of a level
playing field across all modes and programs. Because this requirement is
unique to FTA, the Major Capital Investment Projects Alternatives Analysis
process complicates the delivery of multi-modal projects, often causing delays
in overall project delivery, including project elements not subject to the Major
Capital Investment Projects Alternatives Analysis process and requirements.
While the planning level analyses and analytical work that occurs during
Alternatives Analysis can be of value, in many instances the work is
redundant with planning and/or repeated during the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) alternatives analysis required of all federal projects. This
can cause redundant expenditure of federal, state and local resources,

3
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unnecessary increases in federal staff workload, and confusion in the general
public that adversely impacts the ability of the public to comment on
alternatives and participate in decision-making.

In addition to this, our industry is calling for other changes such as replacing
the current Section 5309(d)(5)(A) requirement that FTA approve the
advancement of a New Starts project into Preliminary Engineering with a
requirement that FTA approve a project into the New Starts Program.
Approval to enter the New Starts Program would convey FTA’s intent to
recommend a project for funding, provided the project continues to meet
certain broad criteria and satisfies NEPA and other project development
conditions.

We have called for expediting New Starts project delivery by expanding pre-
award authority at the time of the NEPA finding beyond just property
acquisition to include preliminary engineering, final design, and any early
construction activities that are advanced with local funds.

The program should be changed to expand the opportunity for advance
property acquisition by developing a class of acquisition for willing sellers or
friendly condemnation at fair market value. Provided no alterations are made
to the property prior to completion of NEPA, this change in property
ownership will not prejudice the NEPA process.

New legislation should also eliminate the Section 5309(d)(5)(a) requirement
that FTA approve advancement of a New Starts project into Final Design.

Further, we support advancing the concept of Project Development
Agreements (PDA) as a management tool to minimize uncertainties and
reduce risks, with flexibility built in to make changes to the agreement as the
project evolves. The PDA should include schedules and roles for both FTA
and the grantee and should define the criteria and conditions a project must
meet to streamline and expedite overall project delivery and could be the
basis for an Early System Work Agreement once the NEPA process is
completed with a Record of Decision (ROD) or Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSH).

The above recommendations should streamline the process and enable
projects to get approved, started and completed in an efficient and cost
effective manner.
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o assess the impact of this dramatic increase in the flow of federal funds into transportati
sonstruction, ARTBA tracks two measures. One is the value of new contracts awarded by
‘ederal, state and local transportation agencies for construction projects and the other is the
value of construction wourk put it place on trangpoertation and transportation-related construction
projects. We track these measures in both nominal dollars and in real terms after adjusting for
the impact of inflation on transportation project costs.

Impact of ARRA on New Contract Awards

Figure 2 shows the powerful impact of the ARRA transportation funds on new contracts
awarded for transportation projects. Contract awards are a leading indicator of future market
activity. They represent the value of future work that will occur over the next construction season
and beyond, depending on the size and scope of the project. A contract is awarded to a
company after federal funds have been obligated for a project and the State DOT has
conducted the bidding process.

Focusing on the period between May 2009, when the ARRA began to have an impact, and
February 2010, which is the latest available data, the value of new contracts awarded for each
mode increased significantly compared to the same ten months between May 2008 and
February 2009.

For example, between May 2008 and February 2008, when the only source of federal funds was
the regular federal highway program, state and local governments awarded $30.7 billion of new
contracts for highway pavement construction projects, including hoth new highway construction
and improvements to existing highways. Between May 2009 and February 2010, the ARRA
powered new contracts for highway pavement projects to $36.6 billion, a 19.4 percent increase.
New contract awards for bridge construction projects rose by 14.6 percent, from $11.9 billion to
$13.6 billion. Although the contract awards data includes all sources of funding, there is a clear
and marked turnaround in the trend after the stimulus legislation was enacted.

The impact of the ARRA on new awards for airport and transit construction was even more
dramatic. As Figure 2 shows, the vaiue of new contracts awarded by airport authorities rose
61.2 percent, from $1.4 billion to $2.3 billion. The Federal Aviation Administration did an
excellent job moving the $1.1 billion of ARRA aviation funds into construction projects and the
new contract award data show the impact. Finally, Figure 2 shows that new awards for transit
rail projects rose from $1.2 billion to $3.7 billion, an increase of 215 percent. Some of this
probably reflects projects that were already in the pipeline, but the $8 billion in the ARRA for
transit clearly contributed to the increase.
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Fig. 2 - ARRA Powered Large Rise in New Contract
Awards for Transportation Construction Projects
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ARTBA also tracks the value of contract awards in real terms, which accounts for changes over
the vears in material prices, inflation, and wages. The recent easing in material prices means
that the real purchasing power of ARRA funds is even greater. The real value of highway and
bridge contract awards, which measures the volume of construction work supported by the
dollar awards, is up by $2 billion in February 2010 compared to February 2008 (see Figure 3).

Fig. 3 - Real Value of Highway and Bridge Contract Awards
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States awarded 1,993 projects compared to 1,600 projects in February 2009. The real value of
contract awards for highways and bridges was $57.9 billion in 2009, up from $52 billion in 2008.
The overall trend in contract awards is positive, despite anecdotal evidence that state DOTs and
ioral governments are cuiting programs.

In 2008, 37 states increased the real value of their contract awards compared to 2008. This is
marked improvement over previous years. In 2008 there were only 22 states that had increased
the value of their annual awards compared to the previous year, while the remaining 28 states
decreased the real value of highway and bridge contract awards compared to 2007. In 2007 the
states were evenly split — 25 increased the value of contract awards compared to 2006, and 25
decreased the total value of contract awards. Again, we cannot attribute this entire situation to
the ARRA, however the timing of this dramatic shift with the release of ARRA funds and the fact
that there was no other major infusion of capital during this period indicates a major influence
from the ARRA on contract awards.

The result of the increased obligation of federal funds for transportation projects and the large
rise in new contract awards in recent months has been a boost in transportation construction
activity as ARRA-financed projects have gotten underway.

Table 1 shows that state and local governments used $26.5 billion of ARRA highway funds to
finance over 12,000 highway and bridge construction projects. More than 8,300 of these
projects, valued at just under $19 billion, are already under construction or have been
completed, and more than $6.7 billion has been paid out to contractors for construction work
performed on highway projects. My own state of Tennessee has been a leader in moving
Recovery Act funds into construction and has already paid out 40 percent of its apportionment
to contractors for work performed.



Table 1 - Latest Update on Use of ARRA Highway Funds

Qbligations for Highw ay Projecis
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Under Construction or Completed

Number of * Number of Flexed to Other
Frojects Amount Projects Amount Qutiays Modes
ALABAMA 321 $512,016,313 139 $317,641,682 $123,025,883 $1,767.770
(ALASKA 26, $170,461,487 . 16 $101.620,607 $43,542,447 $5.000,000
ARZONA : 186 T $520.711,045. 161 $397 651,647 $117.933,913 $1,047.382
ARKANSAS 115 . 5353,673,424 81 $104,526,270 $69,189,396
CALIFORNA : 912 $2,533 631,865 438 $4,514.360,004 $314,707,172 $30.618,195
COLORADO 103 5355,574;1 30 70 $305,685,055 $117,262,500 $18,600.000
CONNECTICUT 137 $208,479,152 37 $199,097,755 $50,804,167 $2,800,000
DELAWARE 32 $121,686,423 27 $103,020,964 $27,176,776
DIST. OF COLUMBIA 15 $123,507,842 12 $96,732,853 $10,049,796
FLORIDA 589 $1.331,115,578 312 $883,378,684 $184,590,433 $1,683.580
GEORGIA 363 $893,871,463 150 §464,574,972 $95,250,013 $30,000.000
HAWAI 23 $125,746,380 13 $47.411,763 $8,163,666
IDAHO 74 $178,878,631 63 $167.317.748 $45,105,879 $3,056,000
LLNOS 747 $931,844.611 580 $800,283,778 $428,718.230
INDIANA . 1088 $642,836,528 819 $510,843,451 $203,003,041 $240,000
KOWA ) 233 $367,623,007 225 $349,422,572 $214,019,305 $539.424
KANSAS 146 $348,200,758 65 §218,488,951 $55,906,890
KENTUCKY B 107 $420,106,730 36 $360.350,839 $125,768,120 $955.644
LOUSIANA 110 $430,485,260 51 $327,206,487 $33,227,043
MANE 74 $131.002,032 72 $123,983,564 $91,418,895
MARYLAND 17 $414,534,777 88 $241,559,32¢ $112,391,218 $17,100,000
MASSACHUSETTS 84 $378,205,755 40 $186,428,290 $45,305,110 $59,659.500
MICHIGAN 720 $845,306,718 538: $754,069,994 $227,101,477 $606,119
MINNESOTA 205 $501,100,113 148 $358,988,335 $235.084,041
MISSISSIPR 169 $354,554.343 74 $286,640,358 $149,018,795 $1.705,015
MISSOURI 332 $637,286,288 220 $494,442,098 $184,140,814 $365.139
MONTANA 84 $212,470,57% 69 $165,226,519 $63.531,852
NEBRASKA 121 $229,763.012 73 $175,593,888 $78,832,488
NEVADA 69’ $201,352,460 18 $85,196,234 $32.589.425
NEW HAMPSHIRE 34 $129,440,556 29 $120,587.025 $51,049,624
NEW JERSEY 161 $651,774,480 46 $418,095,190 $154,854,046
NEW MEXICO 92 $252,644,377 38 $179,086,768 $62,218.211
NEW YORK 443 $944,468,723 326 $675,201,488 $211,983,.210 $175,466,000
NORTH CAROLINA 381 $730,409,684 324 $693,039,168 $191,702,693 §5,117,000
NORTH DAKGTA 162 $167,146,497 118 $132,313.096 $75,023,299 $2.980,000
OHC 388 $912,027,922 218 $489,376.336 $127.617,546 $16,850.000
OKLAHOMA 275 $463,484,505 183 $413,671.066 $256,055.424
OREGON 317 $272,758.771 248 $210,163,853 $121,271,732 $62.276,713
PENNSYLVANA 303 $1,026,404,219 208 $1,004,535,123 $261.676,295
RHODE ISLAND 64 $137,445725 59 $134,297.338 $51,358.785
SOUTHCAROLINA 174 $463.309,029 109 $296,938,110 $98,658,634 $2,037,200
S0UTH DAKOTA 51 $186,280,224 34 $161.476.939 $77.861.462
TENNESSEE 317 8573.001,043 kil $568,704,290 $235,885,171 $500.000
TEXAS 453 $2,210,111,068 321 $1,248,045,662 $433,456,002 $17.000.000
UTAH 115 $213,918,543 103 $202.506,546 $148,254 651 $1,961,852
VERMONT 0 $126,791,291 42 $86,665,221 §61,221,398
VIRGINIA 137 $647,230,364 22 $128,875.850 $51.586,840 $48,430,459
WASHINGTON 213 $491,746,076 171 $427,134,720 $175,240,105 $652,443
WEST VIRGINIA 145. $210,647.666 105 $179,923,895 $76.985,810
WISCONSIN am $526,944,863 388 $524,485,543 $201,460,899
WY OMING . 65 $157 616,058 80 $154,661,058 $88,035,593
STATETOTAL 12,116 $26,076,621,778. 8,196 $18,682,349,792 $6,703,204,017 $508,915,445
Territories, fed lands 197 $455,542,057 108 $297,720,011 $13,316,511 $0
GRAND TOTAL 12,313 $26,532,163,835 8,305 $18,980,069,804 $6,716,520,528 $508,915,445

Source: Federal Highw ay Administration web site
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When airport and transit construction projects are included, the total number of projects financed
by ARRA fransportation funds jumps to almost 14,000 nationwide, for which $37.5 billion has
heen obligated.

Pavement improvement has been the main focus for ARRA obligations. Just over haif of
obligated funds (50.6 percent) are going towards pavement improvernent projects (see Figure
4). Pavement widening projects account for 17.8 percent of total obligations, followed by new
construction (7.5 percent) and bridge replacement {5.6 percent). Although the initial focus of
ARRA was on projects that could be awarded and started quickly, these are also typically
projects that have shorter duration.

Fig. 4 - ARRA Obligations - Type of Projects
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Sourca; ARTBA Analysis of FHWA waskly Report, March 12, 2018

According to the March 12 weekly update from the FHWA, a total of 1,740 projects valued at
$1.9 billion have been completed. That includes $1.74 billion in pavernent improvement
projects. FHWA also reports there is over $16.7 billion worth of projects that have received a
“notice to proceed” and have not been completed. Of this total, $8.3 biilion is for pavement
improvement. There is a total of nearly $7.7 billion in ARRA funding nationwide that has been
obiigated, but still had not received a notice 1o proceed. This indicates there are still substantial
ARRA projects that are working their way through the process, and as expected, the stimulus
funding should help support the 2010 construction season.

State Diversity in Utilizing ARRA Funds

There is a great diversity in how states are using their ARRA funds and how quickly projects are
moving. Approximately 28 percent of all ARRA obligations have not vet received a "notice to
procead.” FHWA's issuance of a notice to proceed is a precursor fo State DOTs pulting out a
notice to bid and a contract award. The funding has been obligated for these projects, but the
next step has not been taken. At the state level, there is a wide range of ARRA funds that have
not yet raceived a notice to proceed, from Virginia, with 81 percent of obligated funds not under
notice, to Wisconsin, indiana, Hilinois and lowa, where nearly all funds have recelved a notice o
proceed.
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While there can be substantive reasons that differ among the states for the lag between
obligation and contract awards, it is clear that an obligation of funds is not synonymous with
project activity. This point has been a source of substantial confusion throughout the
implementation of the recovery act. To be clear, job creation and economic activity begin when
contracts are awarded to a firm and not before. As such, a state must get to the point of
contract awards before the primary goals of the ARRA can be realized.

We are also observing diversity in the types of projects being supported by the ARRA. For
example, in my home state of Tennessee 35 percent of ARRA obligations are for pavement
widening projects, followed by 32 percent for pavement improvements. They have aiso put ten
percent of funding toward bridge replacement. Nearly 71 percent of ARRA obligations in
Tennessee are under a notice to proceed. In fact, the Tennessee Road Builders Association
recently commended the Tennessee Department of Transportation for the speed at which they
were able to advance ARRA highway projects and for allocating these funds to a broad array of
project types.

In Alabama 64 percent of ARRA obligations have been for pavement improvement, and 19
percent of funds have been for pavement widening. The state has also obligated $59.7 million,
12 percent of total obligations, towards new construction.

Status of ARRA Projects in Tennessee (value in millions $)
Current Projects

Completed

Type of Project Total Obligation  Under Notice to Projects

Proceed

Bridge Replacement $58.6 $52.9 $5.2
New Bridge Construction $25.7 $0.4 $0.0
New Construction 544.7 544.7 $0.0
Other $3.3 $3.3 50.0
Pavement Improvement $193.6 $54.1 $136.1
Pavement Widening $206.8 $206.8 $0.0
Safety/Traffic Management $38.2 $37.5 $0.1
Transportation

Enhancements $28.2 $25.6 $0.0
Total $599.2 $425.3 $141.4

Source: ARTBA analysis of FHWA Weekly Report, March 12, 2010
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‘ Sfat’us of ARRA Projects in Alabama (véiu‘e in millions 5)

. ._ . Proceed . :

Bridge Improvement $0.2 $0.2 $0.0
Bridge Replacement $1.1 50.3 80,1
New Construction $59.7 $59.5 30,0
Other 56.2 50.6 50.0
Pavement improvement $327.2 $213.2 $19.4
Pavement Widening 395.4 $21.8 50.0
Safety/Traffic Management $5.9 2.2 50.0
Transportation

Enhancements $16.4 50.6 $0.0
Total $512.0 $298.2 $19.5

Source: ARTBA analysis of FHWA Weekly Report, March 12, 2010

Impact of ARRA on Transportation Construction Activity

The final measure that ARTBA tracks is the value of construction work put in place on
Ciransportation projects, where there has also been a dramatic impact from the ARRA. The value

of construction put in place represents the current value of work that is underway in a given time
period, regardiess of when the project was awarded.

Fig. 5 - ARRA Has Powered Strong Increases in Value of
Construction Work on Transportation Projects Since May
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As Figure 5 shows, the value of construction work performed on transportation projects during
the first four months of 2008-before ARRA funds began o have an impact-swas substantially
below the comparable months of 2008. But once the ARRA fransportation funds began to kick
in, the vaiue of construction work put in place on transportation projects started to grow,
beginning in May 2008. During every month since, construction activity on transportation
projects has been substantially stronger than during the same month of the previous year, as
the charl shows.

Every mode has benefited from ARRA transportation funds. Figure € shows that the value of
construction work performed on highway pavements, bridges, airports and transit rail projects
during the nine months between May 2008 and January 2010 (the latest data for this measure)
was higher than during the same nine months a year earlier, before Congress enacted the
ARRA. Furthermore, as construction wark begins on many of the new contracts awarded during
the past few months, the impact of the ARRA on transportation construction activity shouid
become even more dramatic as the 2010 construction season gets underway.

Fig. 6 - Value of Construction Work on
Transportation Projects is Up, Will Grow Even

Stronger
Highway ... +5.8%
P Bridge s +:5%
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‘Sowrce: U.S. Cansus Bureau, Value of Construction Put in Place S
The real value of all transportation construction work, put in terms of 2009 doflars, was $110.7
billion in 2008, down 2.3 percent from 2007. Had that trend continued, the real value of
transportation work in 2008 would have been $108.2 billion. Instead the work on all modes
finished up 8.5 percent at $120.1 billion—a $12 billion total increase {as indicated in Figure 7).
While this is a total market report not segmented by funding source, the increased federal

transportation investments provided in the FY 2008 appropriations process and the ARRA
clearly contributed 1o this growth.

11
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Fig. 7 - Real Value of Total Transporiation Construction Work
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impact of ARRA on Jobs

Finally, | would like to point out that ARRA transporiation funds are having a significant impact
on jobs. The purpose of the ARRA was to preserve and protect jobs that would otherwise be lost
due o the economic recession. And it is doing just that,

Inrecent testimony submitted to the Joint Economic Committee, the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) testified that the measure of employment it uses to evaluate stimulus legislation is
“the cumulative effects on years of full-ime-equivalent employment per million dollars of total
budgetary cost.” There are currently just under $18 bitlion of ARRA~financed highway and
bridge construction projects that are either underway or complated. According to the Federal
Highway Administration, every $1 billion of construction work performed on highway projects
suppaorts more than 27,800 full-time-equivalent jobs on an annual basis. The ARRA-financed
‘projects that are currently under way or completed are supporting or have supported a total of
528,000 full-time equivalent jobs. This includes 181,000 on-site construction jobs and 82,000
Jobs in supplier industries as well as another 265,000 jobs in the rest of the economy as workers
‘i construction and supplier industries spend their earnings. State-by-state data are shown in
Table 2.

The results shown in Table 2 may differ from job numbers developed through reports of ARRA
funding recipients, for a number of reasons. The numbers in Table 2 represent full-time jobs
supported if the funds were spent during a single year. Since highway projects often take more
than one year to complete, the actual number of jobs supported at any particular time will be
fower but the jobs will last for mora than a single year, Whether one locks at recipient reports or
follows the FHWA job estimate exirapolation model favored by CBO, the emplovment
supporting impact of the ARRA transportation funds are undeniable.

* Congressional Budget Office. “Policies for Increasing Economic Growth and Employment in the Short Run.” Statement of
Douglas W. Elmendorf, Director, prepared for the Joint Economic Committes, February 2010, p.B,

12
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Conclusion

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the transportation components of the Recovery Act have been a
clear success story. Federal funds have been deployed at a rapid pace and thousands of
projects are underway. Construction work is being performed and many contractors across the
nation have been able to sustain—if not add to—their workforce.

The ARRA transportation investments have and will continue to provide a much-needed boost
o U.S. transportation construction industry. | can state with all certainty that as bad as things
are right now, they would have been much worse without the recovery act. It is also clear that
my firm and others in this sector are continuing to struggle through a very difficult time, with
unemployment at record levels and substantial uncertainty about future state and federal
transportation investments.

The American public, the Congress and the President also need to understand that the ARRA
provides only a temporary solution. It will continue to support transportation construction work
and jobs in 2010, but after that its impact will phase down quickly. Many of the jobs supported
by the bill this year and next will then begin fo disappear.

Adding to this concern, ARTBA members continue to report that the ability of states to continue
to keep the transportation project pipeline full is becoming compromised. | know the last thing
this Committee wants o see is transportation improvement projects drying up after the recovery
act funds are utilized. To this end, we urge you to ask the Federal Highway Administration to
perform an assessment of the adequacy of planning, design, procurement and other preliminary
activities underway at the state level to ensure the foundation exists to continue advancing
surface transportation improvements in the future.

To sustain and build on the ARRA and re-energize the long-term growth potential of the United
States, we must also not lose sight of the need to enact a six-year surface transportation
authorization bill at the $500 billion funding level proposed by you and your Committee as soon
as possible.

We are certainly aware of the difficulties facing reauthorization. But there are also grave
consequences for failing to act in terms of lost jobs following the utilization of ARRA funds to the
ongoing congestion tax that impedes the quality of life of all Americans and extracts billions of
dollars each year from our economy. We pledge to continue to work with this Committee and all
members of Congress to overcome these challenges and help deliver the long-term surface
fransportation bill our nation needs.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and | will be happy to answer any questions.

i3
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Table 2 - ARRA Highway Projects Under Construction or Completed Support 528,000 Jobs

Value of ARRA Highw ay Proj. Onsite
Under Construction or Construction  Jobs in Supplier  Jobs in the Rest
Completed Jobs hdusiries of the Fconomy Totat Jobs
ALABAR ®A17 Ad1 AAD 3,028 1373 4435 ST
ALASKA $101,620.607 969 438 1419 2,827
ARZONA $397,661,647 3792 1,719 5,662 11.064
ARKANSAS $194,526,270 1,855 841 2716 5412
CALIFORNIA $1,514,360,004 14,442 6,548 21.143 42,134
COLORADO $305,685,055 2915 1,322 4,268 8,505
CONNECTICUT $199,097,755 1,899, 861 2780 5,538
DELAWARE $103,020.964 983 445 1,438 2,866
DIST. OF COLUMBIA $96.732,853 923 418 1,351 2,691
FLORDA $883,378,684 8,425 3,820 12,334 24,578
GEORGIA 3464,574,972 4,431 2,009 6,486 12,926
HAWAE $47,411,763 452 205 862 1,319
DAHO $167,317.746 1,596 723 2336 4,655
LLINOSS $800,293,778 7632 3.460 11174 22,267
NDIANA §510,843,451 4872 2,209 7,132 14,213
OWA $349,422,572 3332 1511 4,879 9,722
KANSAS $219.488.951 2,093 949 3,065 6,107
KENTUCKY $360,350,639 3437 1,558 5,031 10,026
LOUISIANA $327,206,487 3121 1415 4,568 9,104
MAINE $123,983,564 1,182 536 1,731 3,450
MARYLAND $241,559.329 2,304 1,045 3373 8,721
MASSACHUSETTS $186,429.290 1,778 806 2,603 5.187
MCHIGAN $754,069,994 7,192 3261 10,528 20,980
MNNESOTA $358,988,335 3.424 1,562 5012 9,988
MSSISSIPPY $286,640,358 2734 1,238 4,002 7,975
MSSOURI $494,442,008 4715 2,138 6,903 13,757
MONTANA $165,226,519 1,676 714 2,307 4,597
NEBRASKA $175,593,868 1675 759 2.452 4,886
NEVADA $85,196.234 813’ 368 1490 2,376
NEW HAMPSHIRE $120,587,025 1150 521 1684 3,355,
NEW JERSEY $418,095,190 3,987 1,808" 5,837 11,633
NEW MEXICO $179.086,769 1,708 774 2,500 4,983
NEW YORK $675,201.486 6,439 2,920 9427 18,786
NORTH CAROLINA $693,939,168 6618 3,001 9,683 19,307
NORTH DAKOTA $132.313,096 1,262 572 1,847 3681
OHIO $489,376,336 4867 2,116 6,833 13,616
OKLAHOMA 413,571,066 3944 1,788 5774 11,507
OREGON §210,163,853 2,004 909 2,934 5847
PENNSYLVANA $1.004,535,123 9,580 4,344 14,025 27,948
RHODE ISLAND $134,297.338 1,281 581 1,875 3737
SQUTH CAROLINA $206.938,110 2832 1,284 4,146 8,262
SOUTH DAKOTA $161,476,930 1,540 598 2,285 4,493
TENNESSEE $566,704,280 5.405 2,450 7.912 15,767
TEXAS §1,249,045,662 11,912 5.401 17.439 34,752
UTAM $202,506,546 1931 876 2.827 5,634
VERMONT 386,665,221 827 375 1,210 2411
VIRGINA $128,875,850 1229 557 1,798 3,586
WASHINGTON $427,134,729 4074 1,847 5,964 11,884
WEST VIRGINA $179,923,895 1716 778 2,512 5,006
WISCONSIN §524,495,543 5,002 2,268 7.323 14,593
WYOMING $154,661.058 1475 669 2,159 4,303
STATE TQTAL 18,682,349,792 178,174 80,782 260,843 519,798
Tertitories, fed lands 207,720,011 2.838 1,287 4,157 8,283
GRAND TOTAL $18,980,069,804 181,013 82,070 265,000 528,082,

Source: ARTBA calculations from FHWA date
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Stephen D. Wright
President, Wright Brothers Construction Co., Inc.
Responses to Questions from Congressman John Mica
House Transportation & Infrastructure Committee Hearing
March 26, 2010

1. in the beginning of your testimony, you stated that your company was awarded three ARRA projects
totaling $1.4 million, while saving five jobs. You also stated that you received an additional $55 million
for another project and created 19 jobs-—a rate of $2.9 million a job. Is this the normal going rate for
ARRA funds in, jobs out?

The discussion of jobs relating to American Recovery & Reinvestment Act {ARRA) transportation funds has been
confused by many from the outset and | appreciate the opportunity to clarify the actual impact of these
investments, Transportation project costs include materials, equipment and labor. At the end of the process a
tangible asset is in place that will produce benefits for years to come. This is certainly distinct from other ARRA
funded activities where short-term salaries are the predominate use of the funds. For my company, salaries
historically represent about 25 percent of a project’s overall costs. 1t is also important to understand that labor
costs will vary with different types of construction activity. For example, our company performs significant earth
moving and bridge construction and these activities are very labor intensive and, therefore, will have higher
labor costs. On the other hand, activities like paving will have higher percentages of materials and equipment
costs than we experience.

For these reasons, it would be totally inappropriate to assign the entire $55 million project Wright Brothers was
awarded in Alabama to personnel. | also testified that 50 percent of the project is subcontracted to other firms
and the 19 people 1 said we hired were only on Wright Brothers portion of the project. Assessing the full job
impact of this project would require you to also collect employment details from our subcontractors.
Furthermore, our 19 new hires are not the only Wright Brothers’ employees working on the project and, as |
forecast in my testimony, we have brought on six to eight new employees to work on this project since the
March 26 hearing.

In closing, calculating a standard ratio of project costs to jobs is very difficult, if not impossible, as no two
transportation projects are exactly the same. Similarly, no two construction firms are exactly the same—
particularly when it comes to internal cost structures.

2. Your testimony stated that January of this year was the lowest employment level in your company so far,
despite it being nearly a year after the ARRA funds were announced. Has the overall trend of increasingly
fewer jobs continued despite the ARRA funds?

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), employment in the highway, street and bridge construction
sector has been steadily declining since 2005, which is most likely explained by the significant increase in
material prices and other adjustments in the real market. Whereas from 2005 to 2007 we saw total annual
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employment drops of several thousand jobs, since 2008 this industry shed 71,400 jobs. These figures are only
direct construction jobs and do not include employment in the project development process or supply chain. As
my testimony indicated, Wright Brothers direct experience has been consistent with this national trend.

Although these developments seem to cloud the efficacy of the ARRA’s transportation investments, the BLS
employment data are based on total construction activity, so any analysis of this information must look beyond
federal investments in either the ARRA or the core federal highway program. As my testimony indicated, in
2008 28 states cut the value of their highway and bridge contract awards from the previous year and 25 states
cut their awards in 2007. Contract awards are a leading indicator of construction activity and related
employment. It is not surprising that when more than half the states scaled back total contract awards over a
two-year period, it produced a situation where employment in the transportation construction sector was
declining. it should be pointed out that federal highway investment increased by $3.4 billion in FY 2007 and
$2.1 billion in FY 2008. As such, the decline in contract awards is solely attributable to a pull back of investments
by state and local governments and the private sector.

Following enactment of the Recovery Act, 36 states and the District of Columbia increased the value of their
highway and bridge contract awards in 2009. While this portends welt for the future, it is unclear how much of
this increase is due to the ARRA. i state and private sector investments do not rebound, the increased activity
in 2009 could be short lived. This potential market instability is one of the many reasons why Congress must act
as soon as possible on a multi-year reauthorization of the federal surface transportation program.

{n short, the employment trend described in this question was well underway prior to enactment of the ARRA
and is due to the non-federal participants in the U.S. highway construction market. The data show highway and
street construction employment has continued to decline since enactment of the ARRA, but given that $20.7
billion of recovery act highway funds are under construction, it is clear this situation would have been
substantially worse without these investments.

3. Have there been many procedural delays in getting the money obligated and projects started?

States and local governments did an admirable job in obligating all ARRA highway, public transportation and
airport funds within the deadlines specified in the Act. Certain states obligated their funds faster than others,
for example, Tennessee had 80 percent of its highway funds obligated by June 30, 2009—which was the
deadline for obligating 50 percent of funds apportioned to the state.

While the performance in obligating these funds has been unprecedented, we must also be clear that obligating
funds is not synonymous with creating jobs and advancing transportation improvements. We have seen
substantial diversity in the rate at which different states have moved from obligation to actual construction
activity. As of March 26, approximately 28 percent of all projects for which ARRA funds are committed had not
received a “notice to proceed” to construction from state departments of transportation, even though the
federal approval process had been completed. As an example, at the time of this hearing Virginia had not
issued a “notice to proceed” on over 80 percent of its ARRA highway funds while several other states had
advanced virtually all of their projects to the construction phase.
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| certainly recognize there may be substantive reasons to account for the diversity among the states in moving
forward with ARRA projects. This situation exacerbates the confusion about ARRA transportation employment
benefits from the media and elected officials at ali levels. The simple fact is that if a state has not reached the
stage where it can award contracts with 80 percent of its available funding, that state will have seen little job
impacts from those investments.

4. Your testimony explained that state governments were slashing highway projects. Has that trend
continued despite the arrival of ARRA funds?

We have seen a significant turnaround and stabilization in the highway and bridge construction market since the
introduction of ARRA. Although there are individual states that continue to struggle and have cut their
programs in the current economic environment, the nationwide evidence is that 36 states and the District of
Columbia increased the value of their contract awards in calendar year 2009 as compared to 2008. In real
terms, when you account for material prices and inflation, highway and bridge contract awards recovered from
a downturn in 2008 and have climbed back up to the 2007 level. This is a positive leading indicator for the 2010

construction season.

This is not to say that state programs are not struggling. Again, there are 14 states that have decreased the
value of their contract awards. The most recent Survey of State Budget Officers done for the National
Governors Association reported that 25 states are cutting their General Fund expenditures for transportation.
Although this is a small part of the overall transportation program, and most programs are financed by
dedicated user fees, it does llustrate the challenges many states are facing. Furthermore, as | already stated, it
remains to be seen if the increase in market activity in 2009 and the beginning of 2010 is a combination of ARRA
funds and increased state activity. If transportation investment at the state level is not growing, we could see
potential backsliding once all ARRA funds are utilized.

5. Are the jobs supported by the ARRA funds sustainable? How long does a typical highway project that
your company works on last, and what do you do with the workers when the project is finished?

The ARRA transportation investments were a one-time infusion of capital specifically structured to generate
employment and economic benefits quickly. As such, the jobs supported by these investments are only
sustainable if a separate source of funding increases to fill the gap as ARRA funding winds down. This could
come from increases at the federal, state and local level, or a re-emergence of the private construction market.
As | mentioned earlier, enactment of a multi-year surface transportation reauthorization bill with robust
investment levels would help prevent a deterioration of the economic benefits generated by the ARRA’s
transportation investments.

The duration of a highway project varies with the complexity of the work undertaken. The projects on which
Wright Brothers works typically have duration of 36 to 48 months. As an example, the ARRA project we won in
Alabama involves significant capacity enhancement and bridge reconstruction. The start date for this project
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was August 2009 and we expect to have it completed by November 2012, Obviously, this type of activity is
clearly going to take longer than a paving project, which can be completed in a matter of months.

Once a project is completed, our hope and goal is to move the workers from that project to another one.
Construction sector jobs are unique from others in the economy in that jobs only exist if we have projects on
which people can work. If our company does not have a backlog of projects, we do not have the ability to move
employees from job to job. For these reasons, we are always very conservative about making new hires as the
last thing we want to do is lay someone off after a short time. We have been fortunate in the past in that we
have been able to keep most of our employees working throughout a construction season. The uncertainty at
the federal and state level and the reality that ARRA investments were a one-time boost, however, is creating a
situation where our company and many in our sector may not have enough work to keep our employees on the
payroll for as long as we have in previous years.

6. Has the increase of new highway contracts awarded led to many new jobs? Or have the project been
mainly worked on by already employed workers who now have more to do?

The answer to this question is going to vary from contractor to contractor and will be influenced by their unique
situation, the level of work they have won, and existing backlogs. The national data from BLS that | cited earlier
shows total highway, street, and bridge construction employment in 2009 was at a 10-year low. As such, any
new jobs are going to be firm specific and, as | already mentioned, we have hired over 25 new employees to
work on one project.

Certainly, the fact that contract awards declined for most states in 2007 and 2008 contributed to this situation.
Although contract awards significantly increased in 2009, we are still digging out of a fairly steep hole. The fact
that the private sector construction market has basically evaporated should also not be overlooked when
analyzing the continuing declines in transportation construction industry employment.

As I mentioned in the answer to the last question, Wright Brothers is very conservative about hiring new people
because we want to make sure we can retain these employees over the long-term. | believe most firms in our
sector share this goal of building a lasting relationship with their workforce. As such, it is not surprising that a
firm may hold off on significant personnel expansions even when a short-term infusion of resources, such as
from the ARRA, hits the marketplace. This is particularly true if the other components (federal, state, loca! and
private) are either declining or maintaining, as we are currently seeing. Again, the answer will be firm-specific
and much of the data at this stage is anecdotal, but it seems most of the recovery act funds helped retain
existing jobs as opposed to creating new ones.

7. Fig. 4in your testimony states that over 50 % of ARRA obligations are going to pavement improvement.
Are all of these improvements critically necessary, and do they provide the best improvement in
infrastructure for Americans compared to things like new bridges and widened roads?
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First and foremost, there are no value tiers for transportation improvements. Certainly, capacity projects are
critical to increasing system efficiency and expanding access, but maintenance projects are equally important for
safety purposes and to make existing assets last longer and cost less. It is true that most of the ARRA funds were
allocated to pavement improvements, but those decisions were made by state and local officials, presumably
based on the needs of their community. While maintenance activities may account for a significant portion of
ARRA funds, the fact that a number of states are also advancing significant capacity projects should not be
overlooked. In short, yes... alt of these activities are critically necessary.

There is a common misconception that the ARRA directed a specific type of activity, when in fact the legislation
left that decision solely up to state departments of transportation and local governments. Since most of the
ARRA funded projects were already planned and designed when the legistation was enacted, and simply in need
of resources, these were clearly projects state and local officials had already determined were necessary.

ARTBA remains concerned, however, with reports that the ability of states to keep the transportation project
pipeline full is becoming compromised. To this end, we urge you to ask the Federal Highway Administration to
perform an assessment of the adequacy of planning, design, procurement and other preliminary activities
underway at the state fevel to ensure the foundation exists to maintain an uninterrupted, stable flow of
transportation improvements in the future.

8. Your testimony states that approximately 28% of all ARRA obligations have not yet received a “notice to
proceed.” What is the significance of “notice to proceed?” Is this when jobs actually get created?

Understanding the process federal-aid highway funds follow to the construction phase of a project is important
for developing a realistic expectation of when job creation and other benefits will materialize. Following the
apportionment of contract authority, states present project plans to the FHWA. Once these plans are approved,
or executed, funds are deemed to be “obligated” for a specific project. This is an important step in the process,
but ailso primarily a paperwork development. States then put projects out to bid, collect bids, and award the
contract to the lowest bidder. At some point after the awarding of a contract, the state issues a “notice to
proceed” allowing the contractor to begin work on the project. As such, a “notice to proceed” signifies a project
is, or will soon be, under construction.

In general, job creation begins when a firm is awarded a contract for a highway or bridge improvement. That
said, in some cases a firm may begin hiring and training needed workers and ordering materials, supplies and
equipment once it Jearns it is the low bidder on the project, which can be a matter of weeks before the contract
is awarded.
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